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The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE) encompasses urbanizing areas adjacent to 
essential conservation habitat with an inimitable capacity to support carnivore populations, 
including grizzly bears, wolves, and cougars.  This geography has resulted in divisive social 
conflicts about these animals’ management as well as physical conflicts when they come into 
contact with people over the course of daily life in the region.  Employing a qualitative 
methodology with semi-structured interviews, participant observation, wilderness treks, and 
archival work, this study examines the context, social processes, and decision-making processes 
that underlie the predator conflicts and produce management challenges in the GYE.  This 
approach integrates theory and methods from psychology, biology, and geography to 
differentiate the full-range of people’s stakes and reveal the limitations of current scientific and 
policy paradigms.  This integrative approach is used to address how the GYE’s predator conflicts 
are physical and symbolic expressions of larger concerns that remain unaddressed by policy 
measures and polarize people’s debates regarding wildlife management amidst a changing global 
environment.  The findings from this study are then used to develop a framework for managing 
the conflicts through innovative programming efforts that broaden public participation, endorse 
practice-based approaches to conservation, and build support for coexistence measures amongst 
diverse stakeholders.  This study is intended to reveal where the domains of science and policy 
are in managing the diverse needs of people, wolves, grizzlies, and cougars as well as identify 
the necessary transformations for mediating coexistence amongst these human and nonhuman 




























 When I was eight, I began spending my summers living with my grandparents out on 
Shelter Island in New York.  Far from the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, I spent my days 
running around with a frenetic energy in the ocean, bike paths, and a musty cottage.  During this 
time, I developed a love of the natural world and a fascination with the fellow animals I would 
encounter: jellyfish that stung me, deer that would walk across my path on late nights I slept 
outside on the deck, and osprey that would show up every evening at five to search for crabs near 
the beach.  Unbeknownst to me, my grandfather would observe me on my daily adventures, and 
he once described me as having a reckless abandon for life.  This description can sometimes 
prove detrimental due to my tendency towards impatience and desire to figure everything out at 
once.  However, it has also meant that I’ve never been short on passion.  In the field of 
conservation, one needs passion because it is that passion, or love, that pushes you forward.  I 
recently heard a quote that reminded me of the answer that I give people who ask how I keep 
going despite the seemingly hopeless and uphill battles facing our planet: 
 “The assumption is that hope is a prerequisite for action. Without hope one becomes 
depressed and then unable to act. I want to stress that I do not act because I have hope. I act 
whether I have hope or not. It is useless to rely on hope as motivation to do what's necessary and 
just and right. Why doesn't anybody ever talk about love as motivation to act? I may not have a 
lot of hope but I have plenty of love, which gives me fight. We are going to have to fall in love 
with place again and learn to stay put.” (Janisse Ray, The seed underground: A growing 
revolution to save food) 
 As anyone who has ever undertaken something lengthy such as a dissertation or worked 
on a task that feels insurmountable, there are many days where hope feels unattainable or even 
realistic.  For me, on the days where I’ve felt discouraged or hopeless, I am reminded of my own 
reckless abandon that I got to enjoy as a child who was lucky enough to learn that the world is 
bigger than she is.  That love then, is what keeps me going, and it gives me the fight to figure out 
how to change the rules of the conservation game that we’ve been playing incorrectly all of these 
years.  My advisor, Cindi, has often (jokingly) asked me if I’m writing a dissertation or a library, 
and it’s partially because of my impatience (endearing eagerness?) that I’m trying to change the 
system all at once.  I know that this is not possible, so what I’ve written here is the first step of 
many in a lifelong pursuit of my love for people, place, and the animals with whom we have the 
privilege to share our lives. 
 On that note, there are a few wild animals in particular that have helped my own love stay 
strong as I’ve gone about these endeavors.  First and foremost, my grandfather, David Jaicks, is 
arguably the best person I’ve ever known, and my favorite carnivore of all.  I miss him every day 
because he gave me the emotional support and patience that this wide-eyed wild child needed to 
find her sense of grounding.  He, along with my grandmother Nancy, helped me to create the 
roots that keep me firm in who I am today, and they never let me forget that I matter.  Nancy, I 
am grateful that you continue to remind me of this grounding.  Another beloved carnivore of 
mine is Jean.  You are more than a teacher and a mentor; you are a constant source of strength 
that inspires me to show up for life every day ready to begin again.  My friends, a mix of college, 
New York, Philly, family, graduate school, and Montana creatures who somehow find my 
eccentricities loveable: Will, Emily R., Daniel R., Donna, Patrick, Julie, Andy, Kathleen, Anna, 
Nick, Emily D., Jeff, Bryce, Scott, Lizzy, Jen P., Jen T., Sruthi, David Agar Jaicks, Bill Jaicks, 
Steve, Rebekka, Kyle, Logan, Robert, J.R., Bess, and Jurgen; I am a more loving and grateful 
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person because of you.  My parents, Dawn and Bryan, your support is eternally appreciated.  Not 
many people would drive eight hours through the night to take their daughter to go see Jane 
Goodall, only to return that same day.  Getting to jump to the front of the two-hour line for her 
autograph because I came the farthest of anyone else is something I will never forget.  My 
teachers that have guided me and supported my love of learning: Dr. Hagelin, Dr. Rablen, Ms. 
Carson, Mr. Minsky, Mr. Kahan, Mr. Krauthamer, Ms. Franco, Mr. Carson, Sra. Kantor, Dr. 
Schwartz, Dr. Sloan, and Dr. Pagnotta, who you are has made a world of difference to me.  My 
committee and advisors: Cindi, Roger, Caitlin, Susan, and Bill, without you I would never have 
been able to dream up and undertake such an incredible project.  Finally, to the nonhuman 
animals I’ve been fortunate enough to know, including my beloved Luce, Devon, Molly, Sandi, 
Sunny, and Teddy as well as the warthogs, hyenas, bats, penguins, monkeys, gorillas, 
orangutans, lemurs, giraffes, and wallabies I’ve met around the world, thank you.  It is because 
of you that my reckless abandon, or love, is so strong, and I dedicate this dissertation to all of 
you. 
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Humans are expanding their control of the environment at a pace and scale that continues 
to degrade habitats and perpetuate conflicts across species (Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Rasker, 
1993; Rasker & Hansen, 2000; Soule, 1986a; 1986b; Wilcox & Soule, 1980; Wilson, 2000).  
Nowhere are these conflicts more pervasive than in the American West, where disputes over 
natural resources are fiercely contested as human development and climate change further 
fragment the landscape.  At the heart of these disputes is the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
(GYE)—a 72,000km2 region considered hallowed ground for the global conservation community 
(Berger, 1991; 2009).  The terrain of the ecosystem spans nearly 20 million acres that 
encompasses a mosaic of private real-estate, Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, 
portions of six national forests, and five national wildlife refuges throughout Wyoming, Idaho, 
and Montana (White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  Further defining the GYE is its inimitable 
capacity to support populations of large carnivores—particularly grizzly bears, wolves, and 
cougars.  As one of the only regions with wildlife communities similar to those present at the 
arrival of European settlers two hundred years ago, these large carnivores migrate, live, and 
reproduce amidst an area undergoing rapid urbanization (Beschta, 2003; Blanchard & Knight, 
1991; Eisenberg, 2014; Hannibal, 2012).  This geography has produced numerous conflicts 
across species because there is not sufficient space or quality resources to accommodate 
everyone’s needs (Heinen, 2007; Jobes, 1991; 1993).  The GYE is therefore a critical site for 
understanding the implications of human development in relation to large carnivore conservation 
and wildlife coexistence within the broader context of climate change.  




Figure 1.1. Study site of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem including Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming.  
Map adapted from Parmenter, A. W., Hansen, A., Kennedy, R. E., Cohen, W., Langner, U., Lawrence, R., 
Maxwell, B., Gallant, A., and Aspinall, R. (2003). 
 
As a response to this imperative, my dissertation systematically examines people’s 
conflicts with the GYE’s large carnivores.  Grizzly bears, wolves, and cougars are wide-ranging 
predators who require vast areas of land and resources to survive, and their presence is indicative 
of an ecosystem’s stability (Fritts, Bangs, & Gore, 1994; Kay, 1998; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  
As keystone species, they exert a trophic cascade, a mechanism involving top-down predation 
that structures the ecological balance of the GYE (Noss, Carroll, Vance-Borland, & Wuerthner, 
2002; Noss, O’Connell, & Murphy, 1997; Noss, Quigley, Hornocker, Merrill, & Paquet, 1996; 
Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  These animals require vast areas of land and resources to survive 
(Craighead, 1974; Craighead & Craighead, 1971; Elbroch, 2003; Hannibal, 2012).  By this 
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definition, people are also keystone predators, with the added responsibility of human 
consciousness (Hebblewhite et al., 2005).  Thus, my dissertation repositions people as fellow 
predators who simultaneously possess the capacity to act as stewardship agents in order to 
research the conflicts amongst the GYE’s large predators.  
My objective is to reveal and address how the GYE’s predator conflicts are physical and 
symbolic expressions of larger concerns pertaining to the history, sociocultural practices, and 
political ecology of the region that, taken together, polarize people’s debates regarding wildlife 
management amidst a changing global environment.  This polarization manifests itself as a 
dualism, or dichotomy, between “preservationists” and “conservationists.”  These two views 
have been at the center of many historical environmental debates (Grumbine, 1990; 1994; 
Haeuber, 1996; Johnston, 2002; 2006).  Although the two terms are often used interchangeably, 
they signify very different perspectives and methods for how the land and natural resources, 
including wildlife, should be managed.  For the purposes of this research, I define 
“preservationists” as the individuals who advocate complete non-lethal control of predators 
because they believe natural resources should be pristine and are not for human consumption.  
“Conservationists,” comparatively, are defined as people who view the environment and wildlife 
as resources that should be managed in a responsible manner through “wise-use.”  Under this 
definition, they argue that conservation is a process that involves lethal management practices 
like hunting.  These oppositions do not represent the full-range of residents and their opinions, 
but they are deeply entrenched in the social and decision-making processes that force people to 
pick a side (Clark & Harvey, 1990; Primm & Clark, 1996a; Wilson, 1997).  As a consequence, 
these oppositions undermine local residents’ ability to surmount the hostile divides that play out 
in the policy meetings, public renderings, and other social realms of the GYE. 
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Academic and journalistic accounts have also examined the conservationist-
preservationist polarization of carnivore management as a conflict between resource 
development/extraction versus environmental protection, values of newcomers versus locals, and 
rural versus urban divides (Alm & Witt, 1997; Robbins, 2006; Walker & Fortmann, 2003).  
These conflicts persist and are made more extreme due to a “green idealism” of certain 
individuals who reify nature (and its wildlife) as a pure entity that should remain “untouched” by 
people.  By treating nature as a pristine wilderness, people with this extreme viewpoint fail to 
recognize that conceptions of nature and its wildlife are human constructs imbued with social, 
cultural, and ecological norms (Castree & Braun, 1998; 2001; Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Haraway, 
2003; 2008; 2013; Katz, 1995; 1998; Katz & Kirby, 1991; Merchant, 1980; Smith, 1984; 
Whatmore, 2002; Wilson, 1991).  People with this idealist notion of pristine wilderness contrast 
with the extreme “wise-users” who favor resource-extraction and treat the world’s resources as 
having a produced character for human consumption (McCarthy, 1998; 2002; Wilson, 1991).  
Their dominionistic and utilitarian conception of nature locates natural resources and wildlife 
into a utilitarian role that permits exploitation of these entities for human purposes.  Equally 
problematic, both idealistic and wise-use viewpoints treat nature, natural resources, and wildlife 
as a contrast to human society (McCarthy, 1998; 2002; Wilson, 1991).  These various renderings 
and framings of the public dichotomy are indicative of people’s conflicts over power, and the 
struggles for control are borne out of these individuals’ constructions of concepts like 
management, natural resource use, and conservation. 
Given these persistent power struggles that exacerbate ongoing environmental concerns, I 
examine the processes and spaces whereby people, grizzly bears, wolves, and cougars encounter 
and conflict with one another to reveal and challenge this diametric opposition through a case 
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study that is guided by these questions: What are the overlapping social and environmental 
ecologies of the GYE’s human and nonhuman predators?  What are the myriad discourses of 
human stakeholders regarding themselves and other predators?  How do the GYE’s governing 
structures construct, reproduce, and alter the predator conflicts?  How do these varied discourses 
and governing structures threaten the nonhuman predators?  I investigate these questions in order 
to deconstruct the conservation-preservation dichotomy and reveal the full-range of interests and 
stakes that would allow for more collective and participatory predator management efforts to 
take place.   
This study is intended to reveal where the domains of science and policy are in mediating 
coexistence amongst competing predator species and what needs to be done in management and 
conservation efforts moving forward.  However, I also use this research to illustrate how large-
scale problems such as climate change and human population growth have become lost or 
obfuscated by attention to local issues such as carnivore conflicts.  Grizzlies, wolves, and 
cougars are entangling with people and their livelihoods more frequently in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem, and this localized problem is largely produced by these broader scale 
issues.  Rather than spending all of our time and resources contesting the management of wolves 
or any other carnivore, it is also necessary to recognize the scope and context of environmental 
change that has caused these contestations to become increasingly divisive in the first place.  
Therefore, this dissertation is situated in a broader context.  Specifically, I ground my research in 
an argument that large-scale problems pertaining to our global concerns of a changing climate 
and rapidly increasing human population are expressed at a smaller scale.  In this case study, I 
reveal how the localized issues are manifest as material and symbolic conflicts about the 
meaning of carnivore management and conservation.   
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Case Study: The Predator Entanglements of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
My research began as a pursuit to understand how people develop and maintain their 
relationships with different species of keystone predators.  When I began my fieldwork in the 
winter of 2013, I believed that sound science and a clear explanation would be sufficient to 
change the ways that people interact with one another and tolerate the inconveniences of living 
in this predator-rich environment.  However, my illusions were quickly shattered thanks to a 
humbling introduction to the conflicts upon attending a public hearing about the prescribed 
harvest quotas for the 2013 wolf hunt in Wyoming.  The meeting, run by the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department (WGF), was one of the first events held after the northern gray wolf’s 
controversial de-listing from the federal Endangered Species List the previous year.  There have 
been few experiences as viscerally symbolic of the region’s predator conflicts as that first 
meeting for me.  Watching pro-hunt enthusiasts stand stiffly and wordlessly in the back, 
environmentalists taking their seats near the front, and the red-shirted game wardens of WGF 
standing to the sides of the room in a saloon called the Virginian, I was unsure of where to sit.  
Wherever I sat felt like I was choosing my side, and I wasn’t really sure I was ready to get 
labeled as a “tree hugger” or “hook and bullet” supporter quite yet.  Fortunately, being a blatant 
outsider who didn’t know anyone enabled me to take a seat by myself and just listen in. 
After that meeting, a few things became apparent.  First, listening to people’s arguments 
about what number of wolves is acceptable to have killed, I immediately realized that science 
alone is insufficient to manage coexistence amongst competing predator species.  Tree huggers 
were using the same facts as hunters to argue why wolves, and other predators, should be shot or 
not shot.  Scientific facts were no more than vehicles for political or social agendas.  More to the 
point, this event confirmed that facts alone are inadequate to cause any meaningful sort of 
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behavioral change in people who have a deeply emotional connection to their convictions about 
themselves, other people, and different predator species (Heberlein, 2012).  Second, I was struck 
by the realization that these debates about “viable wolf populations” have very material 
consequences for the animals.  The local wolf packs had their fates being debated by a group of 
people arguing science and politics with one another in the back of a saloon a few dozen miles 
away.  Finally, stakeholder attitudes have been explored ad nauseam, to the point where local 
individuals are—understandably—suspicious of researchers’ motives due to the fact that they’ve 
been subjected to criticism for airing their perspectives in the past.  Or worse—they voice their 
concerns but yet nothing is done, which has left many feeling exploited and disrespected.  As a 
consequence, the management of the GYE’s large predators has devolved into polarized debates 
in which people are forced to pick sides, preventing the possibility for collective efforts to 
transform the governing structures that fail to reduce damage to property and livelihoods by 
wildlife.   
My introduction to these polarized debates revealed how the GYE’s predator conflicts are 
the embodiment of people’s competing identities, place attachments, and cultural biases, which 
are enacted and reinforced through divisive social practices and political processes.  To 
overcome the pervasive and increasing polarity amongst stakeholders, my work needed to 
become more than a biased critique of hunters—or any stakeholder group.  The polarity I 
witnessed fails capture the diversity of stakeholder interests as well as any commonalities across 
the dividing line, which necessitated research that clarifies the underlying issues that construct 
and reproduce this dichotomy.  Given the ecological significance of the GYE, my methods and 
analyses needed to incorporate the implications of space and place in constructing the predator 
conflicts as well.  Rather than restrict understanding of these conflicts in terms of abstract social 
      
 
 9 
realms through an exclusively sociopolitical critique, it was essential to integrate the ways in 
which the predator entanglements are also spatialized.   
Current science and policy conventions place humans as separate from other predators 
and reinforce conflicts across species through top-down enforcement of power in management 
efforts.  I hypothesize that it is this tendency to separate people from predators, and society from 
nature that reinforces and enables the contemporary environmental management models that 
produce polarized debates among people and contribute to the rampant issues of 
overdevelopment.  An additional hypothesis underlying my research is that humans’ relations 
with predators are not only spatial and biological but also historically and socially embedded.  
People’s relationships with these animals are influenced by cultural norms and values beyond 
just physical proximity or competition for natural resources.  
In this context, I ground the observational standpoint of my dissertation in the assertion 
that mediating coexistence with large predators is extremely complex, value-laden, and 
ultimately a conflict amongst people rather than with wildlife.  Further, I resituate people as 
fellow keystone predators and stewards with the potential agency to restructure the strategies that 
mediate and govern our collective coexistence.  I undertook this research by employing a 
qualitative methodology that integrated ethnographic methods of participant observations, semi-
structured interviews, wildlife treks, and archival analysis.  I frame this work in a broader 
geographic context where climate change, human population growth, and globalization of 
industry exacerbate these already contentious entanglements.  As a response to these assertions 
and my aforementioned research questions, the following objectives guided my study: 
•   What are the interconnected and overlapping social and environmental ecologies of the 
GYE’s predators?  Objective: Conceptually and spatially map the human, grizzly bear, 
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wolf, and cougar ecologies to examine the intersecting spaces and behavioral ranges of 
these stakeholders. 
•   What are the myriad discourses of competing human stakeholders regarding themselves 
and other predators? Objective: Identify the full-range of interests, controversies, and 
dialogues of local residents in order to address the underlying factors that construct the 
polarized debates regarding the presence and management of nonhuman predators. 
•   How do the scales of governance construct, reproduce, and alter the predator 
entanglements in the GYE?  Objective: Review the predator management practices and 
principles of the GYE’s governing structures—e.g. state fish and game departments or 
federal agencies—to analyze how the political ecology of the GYE may contribute to the 
divisive nature of the predator conflicts. 
•   How are nonhuman predators implicated in and affected by human governance, dwelling, 
and recreation in the GYE?  Objective: Examine the implications for nonhuman predators 
given people’s perceptions and wildlife management protocols, which do not always 
align with these animals’ needs or actual physical presence on the landscape.  
Beyond a Linear Model of Science to Policy: Challenging Conservation Boundaries 
 
A breadth of research supporting the need to develop more comprehensive management 
paradigms that foster coexistence with and conservation of wildlife has existed for decades 
(Lasswell, 1970; Lichtman & Clark, 1994; Soule, 1986a; 1986b; Wilcox & Soule, 1980; Wilson, 
2000).  However, contemporary management strategies remain typified by a unilateral model by 
which science shapes policy.  Although science is a critical component to predator management, 
this model continues to fall short due to the politicization of science and the cultural politics that 
undermine the current framework and further imperil the GYE’s impoverished natural resources 
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(Clark, 2002; Clark, Amato, Whittemore, & Harvey, 1991; Clark & Harvey, 1990; Clark & 
Zaunbrecher, 1987; Primm & Clark, 1996a).  Thus, researchers are advocating for more 
interdisciplinary theoretical and methodological efforts in order to establish alternative 
approaches to mediating human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence in places like the GYE.  For 
instance, recent research in the field of policy sciences has outlined a conceptual framework: ‘An 
Integrative Approach to Carnivore Conservation’ (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Clark, 2002; Clark & 
Rutherford, 2014; Mattson & Clark, 2011).  This conceptual framework introduces critiques 
regarding the implicit limitations of the linear-science policy approach that has long dominated 
predator management.  It also lays the foundation for a more comprehensive approach to human-
nonhuman carnivore coexistence by establishing a critical urgency to develop and apply 
innovative strategies in the predator management paradigms of the GYE and beyond. 
My dissertation is intended to complement this literature and the broader field of 
environmental social science through an interdisciplinary approach informed by a long-standing 
critique of people’s tendency to treat nature and animals as external and separate from the 
influences of human society (Braun & Castree, 1998; Braun & Wainwright, 2001; Cronon, 1995; 
Demeritt, 2001; Escobar, 1996; 1998; 1999; Katz, 1995; 1998; Kosek, 2006; Smith, 1998; 
Wilson, 1991).  Specifically, I address this need for more innovative research through scholarly 
attention to the overlapping frameworks of feminist science studies and animal geography.  
Feminist science studies and animal geography are related areas of inquiry that inform the 
conceptual background of the project through their sophisticated conceptualizations of human-
nonhuman animal relations across space, place, and time (Urbanik, 2012).  Their critiques 
structure the foundation of my aforementioned objectives that seek to challenge our fixed ideas 
about “nature” or “animal” and go beyond the linear model of science-policy (Castree & Braun, 
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1998; 2001; Haraway, 2008; 2013).  Starting from a line of inquiry regarding the complex nature 
of human and nonhuman animal relations, these interrelated disciplines advocate theories and 
methodologies that seek to bring animals out of the proverbial “black box” of nature and into 
sharper theoretical focus (Urbanik, 2012).  The following sections are intended to clarify and 
elaborate the manifold concepts and paradigms of these disciplines in order to frame my later 
discussions of the predator entanglements of the GYE. 
Nature, Animals, and the Culture of Domination 
 Within the field of feminist science studies, scholars work to dismantle many of the 
assumptions implicit in conventional science (Haraway, 1988; 1989; Merchant, 1980), and they 
have played a very important part in my own theoretical development.  This field has 
distinguished itself through critiques of science’s tendency towards “othering” certain voices and 
bodies due to the distorted and dichotomizing demarcation of a master subject from that of a 
subordinated object (Barad, 2003; Butler, 1989; Deckha, 2012; Hawkins, 1998; Plumwood, 
1993; 2004).  Feminist science scholars challenge the Cartesian tendency to hyper-separate the 
world into dualisms, or dichotomies, like subject/object or nature/culture to reveal the effects of 
power on the lives of “others” such as racial, gender, and ethnic minorities (Descartes, 1641; 
Foucault, 1980; 1982; 1994; Haraway, 1998; Harding, 1998; Keller, 1998).  Supported by the 
concepts that underlie Foucault's earlier work, this field explores the relationship between power 
and knowledge, and how the former is used to control and define the latter through scientific 
practices and principles.  Foucault (1980; 1982; 1994) illustrates how the information that 
authorities claim as “scientific knowledge” is really just means of social control, which 
underscores why the environmental attitudes and behaviors of the GYE’s divergent stakeholders 
do not change in response to facts alone.  I apply Foucault’s work to theorize how the prevailing 
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norms in scientific and political processes privilege masculine and colonizing perspectives that 
marginalize the need of “others,” particularly the GYE’s nonhuman animals and many human 
stakeholders.   
Butler (1989) critiques Foucault’s lack of attention to the assumptions that underlie how 
interactions between individuals are mediated, which is an ontological gap that assumes beings 
or bodies exist with inherent attributes.  Barad (2003) extends Butler’s critiques to argue that, 
while science’s deployments of power are directly connected to the marginalization of these 
“others,” we must also understand what it is about the materiality, or physical attributes, of 
bodies that makes them so vulnerable to these power dynamics.  Arguing in favor of a 
performative and relational ontology, Barad’s (2003) materialist, post-modernist, and post-
humanist elaboration of performativity examines the practices through which the differential 
boundaries between entities like animals are drawn and redrawn through material and discursive 
intra-actions. She defines these intra-actions as the ongoing performances of the world (Barad, 
2003; Birke, Bryld, & Lykke, 2004).  The implications of this assertion created a shift in my own 
ontological underpinnings because her argument implies that nonhuman animals are not passive 
bodily surfaces awaiting the mark of culture nor are they the end product of some hard-wired 
process.  Furthermore, Barad (2003), Butler (1989), and fellow feminist science theorists Donna 
Haraway (1989; 1998) and Sandra Harding (1998) helped me to recognize that, in order to 
research the complex milieu of human-nonhuman animal relations, I had to account for the fact 
that the distinction between people and other animals is not fixed or oppositional.  Rather, 
people, grizzlies, wolves, and cougars all come to matter through performative means of 
continuous intra-actions, suggesting that human bodies are not inherently different from other 
nonhuman animal bodies. 
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 Closely related to this line of inquiry, Haraway’s (1989; 1998) rejection of the 
perspectives that privilege a “single disembodied-decontextualized God’s Eye view of the 
world” strongly resonates with my own internal struggle regarding the assumptions made by 
many scientific researchers.  Other critiques of disembodied science, such as Harding’s (1998) 
concept of standpoint epistemology and Keller’s (1998) rejection of objectivism all helped me to 
situate myself and to strengthen my arguments against the obscured preconceptions that are 
rampant yet unchallenged in animal research.  Haraway’s (1998) argument against the Western 
narratives of objectivity likely makes many scientists uncomfortable, but this discomfort is 
necessary because it forces researchers to take responsibility for their own potential for bias by 
clarifying their observational standpoint.  It is critical to any scientific inquiry that researchers 
shift towards a strong objectivity of situated and partial perspectives (Haraway, 1998; Harding, 
1998; Keller, 1998).  I worked to uphold these reimagined epistemologies throughout my 
fieldwork and analysis because it forced me to recognize my own partialities and values as a 
female scientist from an urban environment (Haraway, 1989; 1998).  Understanding how my 
observational standpoint influenced the questions I asked and the resulting analyses of my work 
was essential and had to be constantly reflected upon throughout the research process.    
 In addition to instilling the imperative to situate one’s observational standpoint, feminist 
scholars also challenge many essentialist ideas about nature and animals (Anderson, 1991; 
Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Demeritt, 1994; 1998; 2001; 2004; Ginn & Demeritt, 2008).  In The 
Culture of Nature, for example, Alexander Wilson (1991) analyzes parks, wildlife conservation 
projects, transportation, and media themes to illustrate that “nature” or what is “natural” is not a 
pre-existent and external entity.  Wilson explores the social, political, and economic factors that 
all interact and infiltrate our individual histories to shape what we come to identify as “nature.”  I 
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elaborate on Wilson’s argument and apply his critiques to my study because animals, like the 
larger construct of nature, are not external entities that exist separately from our own lives. 
Additional feminist theorists interested in how nature is produced and constructed have 
elaborated this critique of a singular and external nature (Katz 1995; 1998; Merchant, 1980; 
2006; Smith, 1984), which has helped to strengthen the assertion that nature—and animals, as I 
argue—is a historically embedded process.  These theoretical perspectives have argued against 
the ideology that nature is a stand-alone entity unaffected by or a part of human relations.  The 
historical, material, and conceptual separation of human society from nature is what reinforces 
and enables capitalist modes of thought about the need to dominate nature (Katz, 1998; Smith, 
1984).  This dualism, in which nature and society are categorically distinguished from one 
another, governs the mentality of prevailing social and decision-making practices, as scholars 
have shown through political ecology research (Braun & Castree, 1998; Escobar 1999; Katz 
1995, 1998; Merchant, 1980; 2006; Smith 1984).  By obscuring the factors underlying our 
understandings and constructs of nature, we authorize new ways to destructively capitalize on the 
environment.  
I extend this hyper-separation to the dualism between human and nonhuman animals in 
order to argue that it is a significant reason why the management models in place continue to be 
unsuccessful in managing conflicts across species and preventing further loss of natural 
resources.  I ground this assertion in earlier feminist science theorization of these problematic 
dualisms between nature/culture (Merchant, 1980; 2003; Plumwood, 1993; 2004; Sturgeon, 
1997; Wilson, 1991) and human/nonhuman animals (Anderson, 1995; 1998; 2014; Birke, 2002; 
2007; 2012; Haraway, 1998; 2013; Hawkins, 1998).  Val Plumwood pioneered this branch of 
feminist science studies through her analyses of the nature/culture separation and criticisms of 
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the early eco-feminists who subscribed to the “mother-earth” stereotypes about women being 
more “ecologically sane” (Plumwood, 1993).  These eco-feminist practices, according to 
Plumwood (1993), were “dangerously misguided” because they reinforced the dualistic thinking 
that positions nature as external to human society as well as reified women’s association with 
nature and men’s association with nature’s transcendence.  
Plumwood’s (1993) argument has been developed and expanded upon by fellow feminist 
theorists seeking to repudiate essentialisms of women.  Birke (2002) furthered Plumwood’s 
critique of eco-feminists who accepted the dualistic assumptions through applying it to human 
and nonhuman animals.  While early eco-feminists were insistent on some version of the world 
as an active subject, they were hesitant to assert that subjects with knowledge and agency can 
come in many forms, including nonhuman animals.  Birke (2002; 2007; 2012) and other theorists 
(Adams & Donovan, 1995; Armstrong, 2002; Hawkins, 1998; Moeckli & Braun, 2001; Twine, 
2010) have helped crystallize this critique of early eco-feminists’ reluctance to integrate the 
continuity between human and nonhuman animals.  These theorists argued that, if feminists 
sought to repudiate the marginalization of and essentialist impositions on women, then they must 
no longer deny the requirements and capacities of nonhuman animals that get distorted or 
ignored by those same marginalizing and essentialist demarcations. 
Particularly relevant to my study is Hawkins’ (1998) expansion of Plumwood’s (1993) 
critiques in order to restructure hierarchical classification schemes of animals by reframing 
human-nonhuman animal differences as a matter of degree rather than kind.  Hawkins employs 
Charles Darwin’s (1859) Theory of Common Descent to place humans on an animal continuum 
and dismantle the anthropocentric view of man as the center of the universe.  This theory 
provides the basis of my placement of people on the same spectrum as nonhuman predators in 
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the research process—a strategy that respects similarities and disconnections without valuing the 
needs of any one group over the others.  Directing attention to predators according to Hawkins’s 
framework focuses on relational rather than categorical or hierarchical schemata, and it compels 
people to acknowledge that humans are not the only beings that matter (Birke, 2002; Haraway, 
1998; 2003; 2008).  Hawkins (1998) and Birke (2002) foster an awareness of the naturalized 
disparities between human and nonhuman animals, and they conceive of a biologically informed 
view that appreciates both the independent integrity of nonhuman animals and their continuities 
to humans.  This receptivity has powerful implications for the crisis disciplines of conservation 
biology and wildlife management because it requires scientists to give up their homogenizing 
and objectifying practices of speciation.  It also puts objectivists in the uncomfortable position of 
acknowledging the varied and unstable “nature” of animals (Birke, 2002).  This critical construct 
grounded my effort to undertake research that did not marginalize the needs of nonhuman 
animals, without compromising my capacity to conduct an empirical study. 
These feminists who sought to dismantle dualistic modes of thought have created a 
powerful argument for attending to nonhuman animals through a more relational and receptive 
approach.  However, as the field of animal geography has demonstrated, the issues of 
anthropocentrism and ontological “othering” continue to undermine the research on human-
nonhuman animal relations (Collard, 2012a; 2012b; Johnston, 2008; Urbanik, 2012).  While this 
discipline has fostered a new way of conceptualizing research with animals (Barad, 2003; Birke, 
2002; 2004; Hawkins, 1998), the application of this field’s assertions is still being developed and 
refined methodologically.  To talk more about this struggle in applying theory to practice, I turn 
now to animal geography and outline the way in which the field has emerged and evolved. 
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Towards a More-Than-Human Geography 
Feminist science studies ground the practices of researchers in the field of animal 
geography that has emerged in the past two decades (Emel & Wolch, 1998; Johnston, 2008; 
Philo & Wilbert, 2000; Urbanik, 2012; Whatmore, 2002; Wolch et al., 1995).  To frame the field 
in terms of its relevance to my case study in the GYE, I seek to illustrate the salient tenets of 
animal geography as well as to address why this discipline has come to the forefront in recent 
decades.  Yet, I remain cautious in my discussion about the “development” of the field because I 
don’t want to repeat the very objectivist omnipotence I seek to critique.  I do not treat my 
discussion of animal geography as a linear process of how the field has grown.  Rather, I 
describe the myriad factors that have coalesced to create this distinctive field that continues to 
struggle with and revise its attempts to make nonhuman animals visible and ensure that their 
needs are no longer ignored (Johnston, 2008; Urbanik, 2012). 
The first point I want to make in discussing the development of animal geography as a 
critical discipline is that it is part of a much larger field of research on human-nonhuman animal 
relations (Mullin, 1999; Shapiro, Acampora, Flynn, Malamud, & Melson, 2008; Simmons & 
Armstrong, 2007).  Much like this research, animal geography is predicated on the assumptions 
that boundaries between human and nonhuman animals are not fixed and nonhuman animals are 
more than just peripheral entities (Urbanik, 2012).  The field distinguishes itself by employing 
feminist science theories to explore the notion that the “who,” “when,” and “where” a person is 
in the world shapes that individual’s relationships with nonhuman animals, and these 
relationships are heterogeneous, or diverse (Anderson, 1995; 1998; 2014; Emel & Urbanik, 
2002; Emel & Wolch, 1998; Philo, 1995; Philo & Wilbert, 2000; Urbanik, 2012; Whatmore, 
2002; Whatmore & Thorne, 1998).  To explain this concept of heterogeneity within the context 
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of animal geography, researchers recognize that human-nonhuman animal relations are 
“simultaneously biological, cultural, economic, ethical, geographical, and political” (Urbanik, 
2012).  Animal geography is unique in that the field seeks to inform conservation policy and 
biological studies by integrating awareness of this heterogeneity. 
Building upon these foundational tenets, researchers like Emel, Wilbert, and Wolch 
(2002) assert that animal geography has become particularly relevant in light of science’s more 
recent understanding and recognition of people’s roles in environmental problems and our 
impact on other species.  Similarly, this acknowledgement by the “hard” sciences has been 
expanded upon thanks to critiques in the social sciences towards modernist and humanist 
assumptions about people and their environments (Emel & Wilbert, 2003; Monro, 2004; Philo & 
Wilbert, 2000).  As with feminist science studies, these postmodernist and post-humanist 
expansions of people, nonhuman animals, and the environment make it seemingly impossible to 
deny the interconnectedness of all beings.  Adding to these factors is the recent attention given to 
the complexity and difficulty of developing laws that govern human-nonhuman animal relations.   
As we continue to see in forums like the Wyoming Game and Fish meeting I attended, 
how we determine and develop practices with respect to nonhuman animals is highly contested 
across many different stakeholders (Heberlein, 2012; Vining, 2003).  Further complicating these 
contestations is the increasing acceptance in research that people have emotional connections, 
both positive and negative, with other animals (Bekoff, 2007; Johnston, 2008; Kellert, 1988; 
1993; Opotow, 1993; Philo & Wilbert, 2000).  While earlier research has demonstrated the 
powerful roles that nonhuman animals can play in peoples’ lives (Herzog & Burghardt, 1998; 
Rowan, 1988; Shepard 1978; Shepard & Sanders, 1985), it is the most recent “wave” of animal 
geography that has extended our awareness of human-nonhuman animal relations and 
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simultaneously exposed the ways in which processes of power are implicated in these relations 
(Emel & Wolch, 1998; Philo & Wilbert, 2000; Whatmore & Thorne, 1998). 
Prior to the current wave of animal geography, nonhuman animals have long been 
“objects” of historical and geographic interest.  From Greek historians like Herodotus to the 
earliest environmentalists like George Perkins Marsh, researchers have utilized nonhuman 
animals as a means to provide accounts of themselves and others’ cultures and landscapes 
(Urbanik, 2012).  It was not until the late 19th that geography as a field became formally 
institutionalized within the university setting, and at this time the study of nonhuman animals 
was largely restricted to zoogeography.  Nonhuman animals were thus limited to being 
understood in terms of their distribution on the earth.  In Urbanik’s (2012), Placing animals: An 
introduction to the geography of human-animal relations, she traces the publications that framed 
nonhuman animals as natural objects to be studied as separate from humans.  As The atlas of 
zoogeography (Bartholomew, Clarke, & Grimshaw, 1911), Animal geography (Newbigin, 1913), 
and Ecological animal geography (Allee & Schmidt, 1937; Allee et al., 1949) suggest, 
researchers subscribed to Cartesian doctrines and were focused on cataloguing nonhuman 
animals as fixed entities (Descartes, 1641). 
The field changed around the mid-twentieth century, which is largely credited to Carl 
Sauer’s (1952) Seeds, spades, hearths, and herds.  Sauer put forth the radical argument that 
humans and human culture have a profound impact on human-nonhuman animal relations.  Sauer 
(1952) and, later, Bennett (1960) introduced a new cultural ecology that created an awareness of 
people’s role in affecting and altering their local environments and co-habitants, particularly 
nonhuman animals.  Biology and zoology, according Urbanik (2012), then assumed the role of 
cataloging nonhuman animals and their spatial distribution.  This shift helped animal geography 
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to develop as a discipline that embraced nonhuman animals as an element of the landscape and 
simultaneously recognized humans as animals involved in the unfolding of biological 
phenomena as well.  Still, this second wave of animal geography retained an anthropocentric 
framework and never fully escaped zoogeography’s earlier emphasis on cataloging species 
(Simoons & Baldwin, 1982; Cansdale, 1952; Gade, 1967; Grossman, 1984; Simoons & Simoons, 
1968).  Nonetheless, this research foreshadowed the most recent wave of research in animal 
geography by identifying and focusing on the positions of nonhuman animals in human culture, 
physically and symbolically (Urbanik, 2012). 
Following scientific and political reformations around the mid 1990’s, the desire to attend 
to the long-ignored nonhuman animal “other” began to be explored.  Elder, Wolch, and Emel 
(1998a) first articulated the relations between place, power, cultural identity, and nonhuman 
animals that I build upon in this dissertation through their foundational piece Le pratique 
sauvage.  Their study raised the evocative idea that the nonhuman animal practices deemed 
acceptable by a society, such as vivisection or hunting, depend upon the dominant group of a 
given place and time, revealing that nonhuman animal norms are neither consistent nor universal.  
The authors assert that animals’ bodies are “sites of struggle for protection of national identity 
[and] production of cultural differences” (Elder, Wolch, & Emel, 1998b; Urbanik, 2012).  Lynn 
(1998) furthered these ideas by challenging the ideologies that we unknowingly cling to in the 
process of determining what practices are acceptable.  Lynn’s (1998) “geoethics” argues that we 
as humans must take a place and time sensitive approach to moral decisions of this nature.  
Through a geoethics, Lynn (1998) offers a more nuanced, yet situated, starting point for 
encountering nonhuman animals.  Building off of this research, Jones (2000) and Johnston 
(2008) developed ethical paradigms that encourage people to see individual animals, species, and 
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the broader context when conducting research or developing wildlife management protocols.  
Hence, they instilled an imperative that researchers of human-nonhuman animal relations must 
incorporate the particular spaces, times, and places within which these relations occur (Johnston, 
2008; Jones, 2000; Lynn, 1998).  I drew upon this ethical imperative throughout my data 
collection and analysis in order to fully understand the milieus and pressures that contribute to 
the conflicted predator relations of the GYE.   
Problematically, researchers continue to struggle with incorporating this code of ethics 
when conducting research, and there remains a tendency to anthropomorphize or ignore 
individual nonhuman animals and, often, entire species (Johnston, 2008).  What scholars in this 
field are now embracing is a situated, unstable, and, at times, uncomfortable willingness to 
practice “responsible anthropomorphism.”  Using the earlier principles set forth by feminist 
science theorists on “othering,” animal geographers have worked to identify how to overcome 
the inherent challenges of studying the nonhuman animal other (Johnston, 2008; Philo & 
Wilbert, 2000; Urbanik, 2012; Whatmore, 2002; 2006).  As with previous feminist dilemmas of 
overcoming the colonization of others such as gender and racial minorities (Plumwood, 1993; 
Sturgeon, 1997), it is difficult to fully address all sides of human-nonhuman animal debates 
because nonhuman animals’ needs are not expressed identically to those of humans.  Animal 
geography, particularly within the last decade (Collard, 2014; Collard & Dempsey, 2013), has 
made it clear that this difficulty is no excuse for ignoring nonhuman animal’s needs.  Rather, 
animal geographers are struggling to develop new ways of encountering the nonhuman animal in 
geographic research. 
According to Whatmore (2002; 2006), we are in a period of more-than-human geography 
in which human identities are not created in isolation, but rather they are developed and 
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constantly recreated in relation to animate and inanimate entities.  Whatmore (2002; 2006) draws 
on Latour’s (1993; 1999; 2005; 2009; 2012) Actor Network Theory to dissolve boundaries and 
argue that the actors constituting the world are more than just humans.  Paving the way for a 
concept of “hybridity” in human-nonhuman animal relations, Whatmore (2002; 2006) instilled in 
animal geography an awareness that nonhumans actively participate in their world with their 
own subjective agencies.  She adds to this argument the idea that individuals, human or 
otherwise, are never really purified entities, and that everything is engaged in relations.  This 
hybridity within animal geography affords animals their individual subjectivities and opens up 
the possibility for addressing the diversity of hybrid relations that form when different human-
human, human-animal, and nonhuman-nonhuman animal configurations exist in a given time 
and place (Urbanik, 2012; Wolch, 2002).  In chapter two, I apply these concepts through an 
environmental history of the people, wildlife, and their relations borne out of the socio-
environmental landscape of the GYE (Cronon, 1993). 
Whatmore’s (2002) concept of hybridity in animal geography has had profound 
implications for the field (Johnston, 2008; Urbanik, 2012).  These authors argue that the earlier 
approaches to human-nonhuman animal relations in geography were not critical enough of power 
geometries.  They also advocate for a reformed anthropomorphism that acknowledges the beastly 
and embodied presence of nonhuman animals in ways that do not simultaneously stifle them 
(Johnston, 2008).  Johnston accomplishes this reform through the application of Ingold’s (2000) 
phenomenological concept of “dwelling” for researching human-nonhuman animal relations.  
Through advocating that an individual learns through engagement, Johnston (2008) presents a 
dwelt approach that involves time-deepened and personal encounters rooted in an awareness and 
appreciation of the inalienable differences across species.  By taking this awareness as the point 
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of departure, only then can researchers accomplish a relational understanding of nonhuman 
animals (Johnston, 2008).  I integrated Johnston’s (2008) dwelt approach by employing a 
methodology that included wilderness treks through nonhuman predators’ habitats in the GYE in 
order to consider and incorporate grizzly bears’, wolves’, and cougars’ experiences on the 
landscape. 
This idea of exploring human-nonhuman animal relations through a responsible and 
cautious anthropomorphism using a phenomenological methodology is in direct contrast to the 
positivist and objectivist paradigms of most scientific research.  Forging accounts of nonhuman 
animals requires one to be attentive to their “beastly” ways through our daily relationships with 
them, physically and symbolically.  The final point made by Johnston (2008), and reiterated by 
other scholars in the field (Buller, 2008; 2013; Emel, 1995; Hinchliffe, Whatmore, Degan, & 
Kearns, 2005), is a reminder that animal geography is also a political project.  Researchers in this 
field work to ensure that the needs of animals, human or otherwise, are not unwittingly ignored 
or cast aside.  Thus, it is a value-laden discipline that requires researchers to cast judgments 
about the needs of all actors and how those needs should be met.  In the following chapters, I 
explore the entanglements of human and nonhuman predators, which provides me with a chance 
to take nonhuman animals seriously and as active partners using the very concepts set forth by 
Johnston (2008) and the other authors I have discussed throughout this section.  This dissertation 
is informed by the most recent transformation of the field to reveal humans’ competing social 
and environmental agendas, and I frame them as a key issue that constrains our ability to develop 
and enact successful approaches to managing nonhuman animals. 
Despite thorough inquiry on human-nonhuman animal relations in light of human 
population expansion and climate change (Buller, 2008; Collard, 2012a; 2012b; Dobrin & Kidd, 
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2004; Gross, 2008; Gullo, Lassiter, & Wolch, 1998; Plevin, 2004; Woods, 1998), these areas of 
inquiry have yet to undertake research that de-centers people and places them as fellow 
predators.  Together, feminist science studies and animal geography point to the need for 
innovative research that breaks down the boundaries between human and nonhuman animals and 
treats nonhuman animals as stakeholders in their own right.  Additionally, research is needed in 
order to clarify and address the aforementioned complexity and difficulty of developing 
successful approaches to managing wildlife like predators.  Few efforts have examined the issue 
of predator conflicts in a way that integrates theory and methods from multiple disciplines.  
Fewer still have undertaken this work from a perspective that situates humans on the same plane 
as other animals and concurrently as stewardship agents to challenge prevailing science and 
policy models.  My work will fill in this gap through interdisciplinary research that identifies and 
differentiates the full-range of people’s stakes and interests that underlie the predator conflicts 
and produce management challenges in the GYE.  This dissertation contributes to the social 
science literature and the pervasive concerns of predator management by producing a more 
differentiated and nuanced understanding of wildlife conflicts and how they should be managed 
in the future. 
Methodology 
Methods of research on predator conflicts have historically operated from a human-
centered standpoint that limits recognition of nonhuman animals’ stakes and the 
interconnectedness of these creatures within our own lives and the formation of our identities.  
To overcome concerns of environmental determinism and marginalizing the needs of nonhuman 
predators, this study employed ethnographic methods to understand how people give meaning to 
and shape their relationships with one another and other predators in the GYE.  Specifically, my 
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ethnographic approach explored how, imbued with profound symbolic meaning, each nonhuman 
predator embodies the divergent goals of competing social movements involved in the wildlife 
management debates.  Thus, my qualitative methodology entailed a branching sequence of 
interrelated methods, including: participant observations, semi-structured interviews, archival 
work, and wilderness treks.  I employed an inductive approach to my research based upon 
Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) grounded theory framework, which allowed themes and ideas to 
emerge throughout my ethnographic fieldwork that informed my data collection and preliminary 
analyses (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  My study highlights the interconnectedness of 
people and other species in producing the conflict-laden landscape of the GYE by grounding 
fieldwork and analysis in this approach.  Furthermore, the study incorporates environmental 
history to provide insight into the way social and natural processes have worked together to 
shape the context of the GYE’s contemporary human-nonhuman carnivore conflicts (Cronon, 
1993; 1996). 
The environmental history of chapter two involves a content analysis of archival material 
from governmental agencies (e.g. NPS, MFWP, WGF); museums and historical societies (e.g. 
Museum of the Rockies, Albright Visitor Center in Yellowstone National Park); and media 
sources (e.g. High Country News) to draw attention to this history of socio-environmental change 
in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  Specifically, I emphasize how the physical workings of 
the GYE, particularly the ecology of its distinctive flora and fauna, have influenced social and 
policy responses to nature, and then how these responses, in turn, have impacted the ecology.  
Examining how nature, humans, and nonhuman animals are all agents actively participating in 
the production of the GYE destabilizes humans as the sole agents in control of history, without 
succumbing to environmental determinism (Cronon, 1993).  The areas of the GYE where people 
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and other predators live, recreate, and travel are dependent upon and embedded in socio-
ecological processes.  Analyzing these processes through an environmental history captures the 
give and take, the action and reaction, of human-nonhuman relationships—and conflicts—
situated within the context of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  It is through these 
interactions within and across species taking place in nature that constitute the spaces and 
practices of daily life as well as the political ecology of the GYE, which are discussed and 
expanded upon in subsequent chapters. 
I completed my fieldwork during the spring and summer seasons of 2013 and 2014.  
Undertaking in situ research posed several challenges given the nature of the research and my 
geographic location of New York City.  Time-deepened encounters with wildlife in the GYE and 
the human stakeholder communities necessitated several visits over a long period of time.  
Finding access to the multiple perspectives required ongoing efforts to engage with community 
members throughout the GYE by attending conservation outreach events, planning meetings 
related to nonhuman predator management, and additional events sponsored by special interest 
groups, such as the Annual Hunting Film Festival.  Because of people’s preconceptions about 
scientific researchers across the spectrum of stakeholder interests, I faced many hurdles in 
recruiting participants to interview initially.  The communities of the GYE are tightly knit and 
deeply opposed to the intrusion of outsiders, which made my role as a scientist a particularly 
difficult label to overcome.  In order to get a clearer sense of residents’ perceptions and 
opportunities to speak with people, I spent the better part of 2013 building connections with 
people.  The hesitancy to speak with me due to the ambivalence among residents about my work 
took ongoing discussions and a degree of patience, in which I had to demonstrate that I was not 
out to expose or undermine the values of my participants.  Understanding the contexts for the 
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various types of predator conflicts was therefore essential for me to begin to connect to and work 
with these community members.  This type of undertaking benefited from an ethnographic 
approach, a particularly useful tool for untangling complex processes by necessitating sustained 
engagements with the people and wildlife.  Ethnography also allowed me to frame the predator 
management debates within the contexts of human and nonhuman individuals’ lived experiences.  
Participant observations provided an understanding of what it is to live, work, and 
recreate in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem by observing people and wildlife in the course of 
their daily lives.  I took field notes, photographs, and videos of people and animals’ everyday 
behaviors to gain insights on the diverse interactions, perspectives, and livelihoods of local 
stakeholders.  Participant observations were conducted and field notes taken over the course of 
two and a half years (2013-2015) at offices, recreational areas, public spaces, homes, and field 
stations throughout the GYE. 
In addition to participant observation, I conducted 20 semi-structured interviews with key 
informants and collected field notes from over 100 unstructured interviews.  Participants were 
selected based on how their livelihoods and perspectives informed the questions that emerged as 
my study evolved.  Moving from an exploration of how people develop their attitudes towards 
other predators to a study addressing the contextual, social processes, and decision-making 
processes that construct the predator conflicts, for example, led me to locate community 
members such as ranchers, game wardens, or federal wildlife biologists involved in policy 
decisions.  Interviewees were recruited through email and in-person at public offices, national 
and state parks, and businesses.  This directed approach allowed me to gain in-depth knowledge 
on the breadth of perspectives held by locals actively involved with the predator conflicts and 
debates over management.  Snowball sampling was also a recruitment strategy because I often 
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had to rely on existing contacts to “vouch” for me before some of the more reluctant participants 
agreed to speak with me.   
The interviews addressed central concerns pertaining to local stakeholders’ perspectives 
about the different predator species, management of these animals, and their viewpoints 
regarding other people and livelihoods in the GYE.  Interviews were designed to last roughly one 
hour, but conversations with participants usually ranged between two to four hours.  Many of my 
participants requested additional interviews to take me on hikes, hunts, or tours of their property.  
Site visits with interviewees, where permissible, enabled me to observe the places in which these 
individuals engage with one another as well as nonhuman predators.  These additional 
conversations and visits yielded a fuller representation of the lived experiences and encounters of 
my participants.  Audio and video footage from participant observations and interviews were 
transcribed using Dragon Dictate V.4.0.4.  Together, with my field notes, I coded these data 
using Atlas Ti, a qualitative data analysis software program, for thematic analysis.  The themes 
generated form the basis of my dissertation chapters with explicit attention to the stakeholder 
perspectives, management practices, and the ways we impose human expectations onto animals. 
The also study involved archival review and analysis of print and digital media focused 
on the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and its wildlife in order to complement my interviews 
and participant observations that evaluated stakeholder discourses about predators, wildlife 
management, and concerns for their place in the GYE.  The review included information from 
main-stream new sources, e.g., The New York Times, and local newspapers, e.g., The Jackson 
Hole Daily and The Bozeman Daily Chronicle, with additional archival analysis of neighborhood 
blogs and forums that are written and maintained by local residents (e.g., 
exposingthebiggame.wordpress.com, onyourownadventures.com).  This material provided 
      
 
 30 
information about the opinions of individuals willing to post online, and therefore I do not 
purport that it captures the discourses of all stakeholders.  Further, not everyone on these sites is 
a local resident of the GYE because this region is a popular destination for tourists attending the 
parks and visitors seeking hunting and fishing opportunities.  However, these blogs were helpful 
in supplementing my research on the activities and concerns of daily life in the GYE (Hookway, 
2008) as well as providing insight into the deep hostilities between the polarized stakeholder 
groups.  It is likely that the relative anonymity afforded by online forums made those posters less 
filtered about what they write, and thus compelled them to speak more candidly in their opinions 
of one another (Hookway, 2008).  Unfortunately, I also witnessed in my observations and 
interviews how these candid discussions online were an additional factor contributing to the 
hostility amongst the residents in the course of their daily lives.  Besides these forums, I have 
also been a member of a number of listservs about large carnivores and the American West for 
several years.  On the listserv, biologists, local residents, and frequent visitors post news items, 
concerns, upcoming events, and observations about large carnivores, wildlife management, and 
related environmental issues.  This archival work was a vehicle for me to gain more background 
knowledge of the debates and the underlying issues at hand when I was away from the GYE.   
Lastly, I integrated the stakes of nonhuman predators using an experiential method 
known as “trekking.”  I drew upon the theory and methods from Helmreich and Kirksey’s (2010) 
multispecies ethnography in order to undertake research that was inclusive of the nonhuman 
predators in the GYE, whose lives and deaths are linked to human social worlds (Kirksey, 2014).  
Helmreich and Kirksey (2010) present a multispecies ethnography as a new mode of inquiry that 
brings nonhuman animals from the margins into the foreground through transforming methods of 
traditional anthropological research that were previously restricted to the realms and concerns of 
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humans.  A genre concerned with the social and ecological effects of our entanglements with 
other kinds of living beings, this approach alleges that nonhuman animals are more than simply 
“windows and mirrors” (Mullin, 1999) of symbolic human concerns (Kohn, 2007).  Rather, 
“human nature is an interspecies relationship” (Tsing, 2009), meaning that our physical, or 
material, entanglements with other species shape and are shaped by the give and take between 
humans, nonhuman predators, and the environment.   
To transform my research into a multispecies ethnography, I participated in the 
Yellowstone leg of a tri-continental journey during my summer 2013 fieldwork.  Known as 
TrekWest, this endeavor entailed a team of scientists who researched the habitat ecology of local 
predators by physically experiencing the landscape the way that an animal would; that is, 
through walking the same migratory routes of large predators (Heuer, 2004).  My 200-mile 
wilderness trek from Jackson Hole, Wyoming to Bozeman, Montana yielded over 1600 images, 
100 pages of field notes, and 33 videos.  These data inform my discussions of the conflicts by 
including the nonhuman predators as stakeholders.  Further, they were used to construct an 
interactive map with software from National Geographic’s GeoStories and the WILD Foundation 
to document a predator’s journey through the GYE.  This map is available through the WILD 
Foundation’s website, and it accompanies the narrative content of my dissertation to illustrate the 
roads and private real-estate that have made these animals’ vital habitat into a checkerboard-
mosaic of unsafe spaces. 
Ethnography entails an iterative process of reflecting and transforming your methods to 
permit themes to emerge rather than impose a discussion that fails to address the broader issues 
at hand.  Although this study began as an inquiry of how people develop and maintain their 
relationships with different species of large carnivores, the management of predators quickly 
      
 
 32 
became a primary focus of my research.  Rather than attempt to continue pursuing my initial line 
of inquiry, I instead began to examine the issues the kept surfacing in my fieldwork.  For this 
reason, the socio-ecological history of the GYE is laid out at the very beginning, followed by 
supporting analysis about the factors that contribute to the disparate debates about how 
nonhuman predators should be managed.  The latter chapters further reflect the multifaceted 
quality of these debates, as this dissertation is both about people’s material conflicts with 
nonhuman predators and the subsequent conflicts with one another in social realms like policy 
meetings.   
As a result of people’s disparate opinions emerging from the material and symbolic 
conflicts with nonhuman predators, buzzword concepts like “coexistence” take on different 
forms, which I explore through discussion of diverse informants’ varied discourses about 
themselves, other people, and nonhuman predators.  Despite these varied discourses, all 
participants express a deep desire for preserving their home.  The GYE possesses an unparalleled 
array of physical affordances and natural resources, whether in the form of objects, wildlife, or 
places, and local residents are united in their desire to retain that diversity.  Although the GYE 
means something different for every stakeholder, it holds a significant place for all.  My 
grounded and iterative methodology yielded data about these meanings that is subsequently 
analyzed in the context of the environmental history, everyday life, and political ecology of the 
GYE.  Through a discussion of these themes, I reveal how and why these people’s meanings take 
on different forms, allowing me to contemplate possible avenues to bring divergent stakeholder 
groups together around common concerns for their GYE habitat. 
 
 





As is often the case with grounded and qualitative research, the questions you ask evolve 
and result in complex and seemingly messy answers.  I had expected that each of my dissertation 
chapters would directly correlate to the aforementioned objectives from my proposal; however 
these questions yielded findings that complemented and overlapped with one another.  Broader 
themes and more nuanced ideas emerged throughout the course of my iterative methodological 
approach.  Rather than restrict the data by discussing my findings within the confines of each 
objective, the content chapters of my dissertation will speak to all of my objectives concurrently 
with a view towards informing the contemporary political, social, and biological issues at hand.  
The subsequent chapters of this dissertation therefore provide theory and critiques that 
destabilize people’s fixed assumptions of local predators and reimagine the current paradigms of 
predator management.  Throughout each chapter, I retain a de-centered framework that considers 
the themes and ideas in terms of their implications for human and nonhuman predators.  There is 
no such thing as one type of wolf, in the same way that no two people are exactly alike.  By 
retaining a de-centered approach to my thematic analysis, I overcome the homogenizing 
practices that generalize and, consequently, disregard other species as singular entities.   
Chapter two provides an environmental history of the GYE in order to trace the social 
and environmental ecologies of the GYE’s predators, specifically the people, grizzly bears, 
wolves, and cougars.  The landscape of the GYE and its predator inhabitants reflect a long a 
varied history of social meaning and environmental decision-making regarding the flora, fauna, 
and people that call it home.  This environmental history explains how the GYE came to be in its 
current physical and social landscape, which allows me to expand upon the resultant conflicts 
amongst local predators through place-based discussions in following chapters. 
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Following this environmental history, chapter three examines the significance of 
everyday life, e.g., daily acts of living, working, and playing in the GYE, in shaping people’s 
relationships with themselves, one another, and their fellow predators of the region.  I articulate 
this significance through DiChiro’s (2008) “environmentalism of everyday life” to reveal the 
lives, livelihoods, and community values that shape and crystallize people’s oppositional views 
of themselves, other people, and nonhuman predators (Pena, 2005).  This chapter reveals how the 
publicized polarization of predator management is not representative of the nuanced and 
complex interests of people invested in the carnivore conflicts.  To better understand how these 
myriad relationships have become increasingly polarized in public renderings and the policy 
arena despite the complexity of human and nonhuman predators, I address the decision-making 
processes of the GYE in chapter four through a political ecology of predator management.  This 
discussion reveals the asymmetrical power dynamics and jurisdictional dissemination of 
responsibility of public and private bureaucratic institutions that constrain the discourses of the 
GYE’s diverse predatory stakeholders to a binaried-commentary. 
Together, these chapters uncover the underlying factors that shape and reproduce 
people’s struggles for political and economic power over how the land, wildlife, and natural 
resources of the GYE are managed, and they clarify why the nonhuman predators have come to 
be laden with social meanings far beyond their actual physical presence on the landscape.  
Throughout these chapters, I retain my inclusion of the nonhuman animals and the situating of 
people as fellow predators in order to consider how the issues emerging from the environmental 
history, everyday life, and political ecology of the region are all applicable concerns for the 
nonhuman stakeholders of the GYE as well.  I conclude my dissertation with a chapter that 
highlights why attention to diverse stakeholder interests beyond a polarized pro/anti-carnivore 
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dichotomy in social and decision-making processes is necessary for ongoing mediation of 
human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence in communities like the GYE. 
Although this arrangement of individual chapters is intended to speak to each of the 
above themes in order, the collection of chapters adds up to something larger. That is, the 
assertion of a different paradigm to the science and politics of predator coexistence. 
Understanding the environmental history of the GYE in chapter two, for example, will help make 
sense of the vitriolic reactions of people to other predators and their management in later 
chapters.  Altogether, these chapters and the interactive map available through National 
Geographic’s GeoStories and the WILD Foundation speak to my overall objective of examining 
the predator conflicts with a view towards developing and enacting more successful approaches 
to mediating coexistence within and across species.   
I take a different approach to this research by situating and examining the conflicts over 
predator management as the physical and symbolic manifestation of a larger social struggle 
between two divergent interests, which are actually a heterogeneous population of human and 
nonhuman predator stakeholders.  I argue that the predator management conflicts are much more 
than a power struggle over whether or not large carnivores should persist on the landscape.  
Instead, I elucidate the underlying issues that drive people’s material conflicts with other species 
and the symbolic conflicts in social and policy arenas that are indicative of people’s opposing 
beliefs about humankind's proper relationship with the natural environment and other species.  
Wolves, grizzly bears, and cougars are a physical and symbolic nexus where these issues collide 
in the socio-ecological landscape of the GYE.  Through this dissertation, I hope to reveal and 
surmount the polarization that precludes more constructive conversations about predator 
management and collaborative initiatives to surmount the asymmetrical power relationships 
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produced by federal and state management agencies.  I use my discussion and conclusions to 
establish a framework for further evaluation into how community-based programs and coalitions 
can (and must) be established, developed, and applied under contemporary conditions of 
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(CHAPTER 2)  






The greater Yellowstone arena consists of both the geographic area and the human landscape, 
and it deals with diverse perspectives, varying time scales (e.g., from the incremental nature of 
species decline to the rapid nature of property transfers or institutional reorganization), and 
competing interests.  At present the arena lacks efficiency, access, and a resolution function for 
its many problems.  One key to understand the context of human interaction in Yellowstone is to 
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A Predator’s Journey: The Paths through the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
It’s late in the summer of 2013, and I am sitting in a parking lot by the Jackson Hole 
community center, waiting for the white vans of the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance to pick 
us up and take us to the Gros Ventre range outside of town.  Just south of Grand Teton National 
Park, the Gros Ventre range is an area where a group of environmental partnerships are hosting a 
public hike to spread the word about their involvement with a large-scale wildlife campaign, 
TrekWest.  Enter John Davis and his team.  John had just reached Jackson Hole after walking, 
biking, paddling, and horseback-riding his way up the chain of mountains that constitute the 
Spine of the Continent.  Also known as the “Western Wildway,” the Spine is a scientifically 
mapped North American wildlife corridor that stretches from the Sonoran Desert of Mexico 
through the Northern Rockies into Canada (Hannibal, 2012).  This wildlife corridor boasts the 
GYE near its crown, and it is essential habitat for people and wide-ranging nonhuman predators 
alike.  John and the Wildlands Network were undertaking TrekWest as a trailblazing approach to 
an urgent issue, their mission being: 
Trekking a spectacular route through deserts, mountains, and grasslands, Davis’ 
journey will provide a view of the wild as seen through the eyes of the animals 
that play an irreplaceable role in managing ecosystems and landscapes.  Davis 
will tell the amazing and often heart-wrenching stories of cougars, grizzlies, 
wolves and other wildlife in their daily attempts to survive…Says [Davis], ‘I will 
explore wildlife corridors that can be restored, connected and protected in order to 
save what we all love—our landscapes, parks, and wildlife—into the distant 
future.  And [Davis] will introduce the conservation heroes already connecting 
those landscapes…’ (Wildlands Network Press Release, 2013)  
  
At the time, I was still attempting to reconcile my earlier observations at the various 
public events, such as my first encounter at the WGF meeting about the 2013 wolf harvest quota, 
with my growing understanding about the inadequacy of the current decision-making processes 
in the GYE.  I was considering this matter as we bounced along the unpaved road to the Gros 
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Ventre range, but my attention was distracted by the man sitting next to me, who I then realized 
was John.  After finally being introduced, we talked about the mission and concept of his journey 
as we hiked along the Path of the Pronghorn (Figure 2.1), a famous route through which antelope 
and other animals traverse when they migrate north from the Upper Green River Valley of 
Wyoming each spring.  We spent the day wading through rivers, hiking around red-faced cliffs, 
and discussing our backgrounds with one another as we traveled the same paths that other 
animals have been traveling for more than 6,000 years (Hannibal, 2012).   
 
Figure 2.1. Sign at the trailhead of the Path of the Pronghorn.  The adjacent sign was destroyed by bullet 
holes the previous week. Photo: Jaicks. 
 
Like many portions of the Western Wildway, this area and its animal inhabitants are at 
risk of extinction due to the social and environmental hazards of large-scale energy development, 
increasing private land development, and imbalanced predator-prey relationships (Eisenberg, 
2014; Heuer, 2004; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  By the end of the hike, I had arranged to 
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join John and the filmmaker accompanying him on the entire journey, Ed George, for the 
remainder of the GYE portion of TrekWest.  This involvement was my opportunity to experience 
the path of the predators and what it means to navigate the landscape.  I was allowed to come 
along on the condition that I would help them transport their extra equipment in Ed’s old Subaru, 
meaning I had to learn how to drive a manual car and be able to handle walking more miles than 
I had collectively hiked in any recent history.  Undeterred, it was my chance to tail John and Ed 
and to see for myself what it takes to traverse the GYE—this time as a grizzly, wolf, or cougar 
would.   
There is a two-pronged challenge I would come to understand in undertaking a trek of 
this nature.  There is the physical component of walking and surviving the distances and 
environmental challenges that the animals cover on their migratory routes, though at a much 
smaller scale than those of a wolf or other predator.  There is also the social challenge of 
translating the significance of that physical feat to people from different perspectives in 
communities along the route.  However, I would discover that by doing a trip of this nature, you 
reach a larger audience because we were emulating an animal’s experiences in a way that was 
meaningful and comprehensible to people.  We were going beyond the solitary use of scientific 
facts, which John and others acknowledge and vehemently believe do not change people’s 
minds.  My trek through the GYE landscape, in which I encountered hostile community 
members, reckless tourists, unpredictable weather, an angry moose, and treacherous road 
crossings, was a challenging one.  Yet, these challenges only served to underscore my 
burgeoning awareness of the obstacles—material and symbolic—an animal encounters in its own 
paths through the GYE. 
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For a grizzly bear, cougar, or especially a wolf, the journey through the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem is unforgiving.  An animal is not apt to wander through it without 
accident or risk.  Known for its richness and abundance of wildlife diversity afforded by the 
different habitats of the region, ranging from high alpine forests to dense sagebrush, meadows 
and geothermal areas (McIntyre & Ellis, 2011; Meagher & Houston, 1998), the GYE also 
encompasses a staggering complexity of human developments, institutions and practices.  Along 
a predator or any other animal’s journey, it will encounter roads, private real-estate, recreational 
areas, and hunting grounds that are delineated by markers unfamiliar to an animal that has never 
before seen a human.   
These dangers are constructed by the overwhelming mix of private entities as well as 
federal, state, and local agencies that dictate what happens to the land, its resources, and how and 
which people are allowed to use the two.  Although Yellowstone and Grand Teton National 
Parks sit at the heart of this region, providing relief from the threat of hunting or accidentally 
wandering into unfriendly territory, the invisible lines delineating the safety of the parks are not 
inherently known to most people, let alone a grizzly, cougar, or wolf.  These contemporary 
obstacles require attention to the reciprocal relations between humans, wildlife, and their local 
ecosystem in a historical context (Cronon, 1993; 1996a; 1996b; Lasswell, 1979).  This chapter 
traces these relations and their context through an environmental history of the place and 
predators of the GYE, the institutions and their decision-making processes concerning predator 
management, and the subsequent disputes over natural resources and land use in the region.  
Specifically, I map the material and social contexts that must be understood as a basis for 
discussions in later chapters regarding the factors that constrain and reinforce the predator 
conflicts in social and decision-making processes. 
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The Use of Environmental History in Understanding Contemporary Issues 
Taking shape as a response to the environmental movement in the 1970s and Aldo 
Leopold’s (1949) call for an “ecological interpretation of history,” environmental history has 
emerged to correct the assumptions that humans act in isolation from nature and the material 
world (Asdal, 2003; White, 1990; Worster, 1977).  This chapter draws on the discipline of 
environmental history, which is used here as a method to understand the material and social 
context of the GYE that structures people’s contemporary conflicts with grizzlies, wolves, 
cougars, and one another regarding predator management and conservation.  William Cronon 
(1993) explains why environmental history is a well-suited strategy for this objective:  
All human history has a natural context.  In studying environmental change, it is 
best to assume that most human activities have environmental consequences, and 
that change in natural systems (whether induced by humans or by nature itself) 
almost inevitably affects human beings.  As a corollary, most environmental 
historians would add that human beings are not the only actors who make history.  
Other creatures do too, as do large natural processes, and any history that ignores 
their effects is likely to be woefully incomplete. (p.13) 
 
To detail this context, I reviewed research from historical studies, local newspapers, scientific 
studies, magazine clippings, minutes from public state and federal committee meetings, and 
archival data housed in various visitor centers and museums around the GYE.  After reviewing 
the material chronologically, the data were coded to reflect emerging themes that showed how 
the ecological functioning of the GYE influences political, economic, and cultural processes, as 
well as how these processes have in turn influenced people’s conflicts with and over the presence 
of predators on the landscape.  The result is an emphasis on the persistent issue of predator 
management, which faces the seemingly insurmountable challenge of simultaneously conserving 
nonhuman predators and protecting human interests. 
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Explaining the region’s dramatic and conflict-laden transformations of predator 
management across social and ecological dimensions requires attention to the reciprocal relations 
among people, wildlife, and their local ecosystem.  Further, it necessitates a discussion of the 
political decisions surrounding the management of these animals and their habitat over time 
(Clark, 2008; Lasswell, 1979; White, 1985; Worster, 1977).  As Cronon (1993) argues, “Neither 
nature nor culture is static…Any vision of a past human place in nature that posits an ideal 
relationship of permanent stability or balance must defend itself against almost overwhelming 
evidence to the contrary.” (p.13)  Through an environmental history of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem, this chapter captures the give and take, the action and reaction, of human-human, 
human-nonhuman and human-environment relationships.  It is these interactive relationships, the 
coming together of distinctive natural and social processes, which constitute the context of daily 
life in the GYE.  By highlighting the material and social contexts of the GYE, I draw attention to 
the subtle ways that people and wildlife are dependent upon and embedded in their environment.  
Bringing these contexts together through an environmental history of the GYE is intended to 
illustrate how the predator conflicts have emerged and been exacerbated through the 
sedimentation of social and natural processes over time (Cronon, 1996a; 1996b). 
Material Context: The Place and Predators of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
On the day we set off from Jackson Hole into Grand Teton National Park, there had been 
four recent bear attacks in the area that we were to hike through and camp.  I had just bought my 
first canister of bear spray, and I was still unsure of what I would do if I ever ran into a bear 
beyond the confines of a moving vehicle.  Thankfully, I was with a group of people who had 
more common sense about large carnivore encounters than one could hope for.  Still, I wasn’t 
going to lie to myself and pretend that it wasn’t ultimately a toss-up if a bear decided it was 
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going to come after us.  I tried to keep that thought in the back of my mind while we sat in the 
Flagg Ranch Visitor Center at the South Entrance and watched a video about bear safety.  
Hearing phrases like, “a fed bear is a dead bear,” we were instructed on the proper food storage, 
waste disposal, and safety procedures for camping in the Park.  While watching, I thought back 
to the bear attacks of the previous week where visitors had left out food at their campsite for a 
sow and her cubs to chance upon. 
As scary as it was to think about the possibility of running into a female and her cubs, I 
was more annoyed at the recklessness of people.  The precautionary phrase above is employed as 
a heuristic for people to remember the importance of safety (Figure 2.2), but what it really means 
is that when a bear finds food or other human refuse, it is as if it found an easy reward.  It will 
then become increasingly aggressive in its efforts to continue to obtain that reward, making the 
only solutions relocation or, more times than not, extermination.  Any visitor to Grand Teton or 
Yellowstone National Park will attest to the beauty of these places that most people cannot even 
fathom existing in North America.  It is the wildlife and the natural features that make these 
parks and all of the GYE such a marvel (U.S. National Park Service, 2013).  However, we 
continue to make careless mistakes while visiting or go to selfish measures to get a photo 
opportunity.  These errors often come at a fatal cost to the lives of animals such as bears or other 
predators.  I reflected upon that as we began our journey into the Grand Tetons along the String 
Lake Trailhead to Leigh Lake, and I listened in while John and Ed pointed out their pleased 
observations—a sage grouse, a few wildflowers, and a slow-moving marmot.  




Figure 2.2. “Yellowstone’s critters are not brought to you by the folks who brought you Yogi or even 
“Bambi.” Wild creatures are really wild and will really gore, trample, butt, bite, claw or eat you if you get 
too close or too presumptuous.” Photo and quote from Brodie Farquhar (2007). 
 
When we reached our campsite, we unclipped our backpacks and waded in to the cold 
water of Leigh Lake for a swim, and John told me more about his objectives as I tried to better 
understand my own:   
My overarching goal with TrekWest is to build support for a Western Wildway and 
eventually see in place on the ground, specifically a Spine of the Continent Conservation 
Corridor along the Rocky Mountains and adjacent grasslands.  Figuring out how to do that 
is actually probably more a social question than a biological quest.  Knowing what needs 
to be done biologically is pretty well established. We need big wild spaces as free as 
possible from roads and with hunting carefully regulated if it's allowed, and it usually is on 
public lands.  And you know, where you do your best to keep out machines and roads and 
so forth because they have all sorts of ramifications.  Then you keep habitats connected, 
you restore the missing species, especially the top predators, that's all pretty well 
established…The importance of the top predators, especially wolves in the West and 
cougars in the East, is pretty well-established in the literature, but it's how to get people to 
accept that is the big challenge. I think we need to keep talking about the biology…But the 
most difficult questions we face in conservation are probably psychological or 
sociological…How do we get people to care enough that they will take action to save wild 
places and to restore missing wildlife? Support for conservation in America is a mile-wide 
and an inch-deep.  Most people, on the surface at least agree we should protect our natural 
heritage and that we should give space to other animals. I would guess that most people 
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would agree the statement, ‘We should allow room to roam for all native species.’ I bet 
most people would agree with that.  But, one trouble is that they don't really know what it 
means on the ground. And then another problem is, it's not a conviction they feel so 
strongly that they'll act on it.  So, how do we get people to care enough that they'll actually 
take action to save places like this? Places like the Grand Tetons, where they do not just 
casually appreciate it through the windshield of their car. (personal communication, August, 
2013). 
 
Later, we ate our dinners by the lake and watched the Grand Teton’s Cathedral Group of peaks 
turn an effervescent white against a purple-pink sunset (Figure 2.3).  As I sat there, I thought 
about how nature and wildlife, like people, all have their own pasts and stories to tell.  Therefore, 
to write about the predator conflicts and conservation challenges in the GYE, one must begin 
with the stories, or histories, of nature and wildlife in this region (Flores, 2001; Worster, 1977).   
 
Figure 2.3 Part of the Cathedral Group range, as seen from Leigh Lake at sunset. Photo: Jaicks. 
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Land Lines: The Physical Setting 
The GYE is a region that spans nearly 20 million acres.  Although the exact size, 
boundaries, and descriptions of the ecosystem vary, the GYE runs approximately 300 miles from 
north to south and 150 miles from east to west across portions of Wyoming, Idaho, and Montana 
(Hannibal, 2012; Eisenberg, 2014; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  Within this range, 2.5 
million acres are comprised of Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, 11 million acres 
are in national forests, and 1.5 million acres are run by state or tribal agencies.  Therefore, more 
than 5 million acres of the GYE are privately owned (Bergstrom & Harrington, 2011; Lynch et 
al., 2008; U.S. National Park Service, 2013). This patchwork landscape is administered under the 
jurisdiction of 28 different federal, state, and local government agencies alongside private land 
ownership (Clark & Harvey, 1990). 
Scholarly accounts of the ecosystem and its predators from the subfield of ecology allow 
a breadth of understanding about the natural processes and nonhuman animals that have altered 
and changed human lives in the GYE (Bergstrom & Harrington, 2011; Hannibal, 2012; Hansen 
& Rotella, 2002; Lynch, Hodge, Albert, & Dunham, 2008; U.S. National Park Service, 2013).  
Since and before the first white explorers and settlers came upon the rich valleys of the GYE, 
this region has had an accumulated history of biological and geological processes, including 
volcanic activity, glaciation, and forest fires (Lynch et al., 2008; Schullery, 2004).  These 
processes have resulted in hydrothermal areas, a diverse concentration of wildlife, and a wealth 
of other natural features that distinguish the GYE as a biodiversity hotspot (Figure 2.4).  The 
GYE’s climate consists of long, cold winters and short cool summers, and its landscape includes 
open valleys of grasslands lying below mountain ranges that reach heights of over 13,000 feet.  It 
is also home to the headwaters of three major river systems, including the Yellowstone-Missouri, 
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Green-Colorado, and Snake-Columbia.  Lastly, over 1,150 species of native vascular plants 
inhabit the regions’ large and undeveloped forest corridors (Anderson & Lindzey, 2005; Taylor 
& Clark, 2005). 
 
Figure 2.4. Sizes, boundaries, and descriptions of any ecosystem can vary—and the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem is no exception.  Map adapted from the Greater Yellowstone Coalition (2015). 
 
This biological and geological diversity are primary reasons why the GYE is a major 
arena of debate over large carnivore management (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  The wilderness areas, 
forests, and climate are high quality habitat for wolves, grizzlies, cougars, and other predatory 
animals (Hannibal, 2012; Hansen & Rotella, 2002; Lynch et al., 2008; U.S. National Park 
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Service, 2013; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  However, the region’s plants and forests are becoming 
increasingly fragmented as global environmental change and human development on the 
landscape continue.  This fragmentation exacerbates the challenge for wildlife managers to 
ensure the survival of nonhuman predators while also securing the needs of people.  Moreover, 
these changing environmental conditions also exacerbate the challenges that animals must face in 
continuing to live, survive, and reproduce in the GYE. 
Predators and their Prey: The Large Carnivores of the GYE 
Further defining the region are the iconic wildlife species that migrate, live, and 
reproduce throughout the area amidst human populations (Clark, 2008; U.S. National Park 
Service, 2013). The GYE is presently one of the only regions in the continental United States 
with wildlife communities similar to those present at the arrival of European settlers in the area 
nearly two hundred years ago (White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  Native species include 67 
mammals, 322 birds, numerous fish, reptiles, amphibians, and insects (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  
This abundance of wildlife is highly prized and valued by sportsmen, scientists, and 
environmentalists alike.  Moreover, the GYE possesses some of the largest elk (Cervus 
canadensis) and free-roaming bison (Bison bison) herds in the United States.  This prey base and 
its vast areas of contiguous wilderness make the GYE one of the only places in North America 
(and globally) that can sustain populations of grizzlies, wolves, and cougars.  The abundance and 
range of these predators is dependent upon the quality of their habitat and availability of prey 
(U.S. National Park Service, 2013).   
As the largest members of the bear, dog, and cat families in North America, grizzlies, 
wolves, and cougars are keystone carnivores of the GYE, and their presence is at the heart of the 
heated management debates (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  Other predators dwell in the GYE as well, 
      
 
 50 
such as black bears, lynx, bobcats, wolverines, otters, coyotes, and foxes, but their management 
is not as much a high profile subject of debate.  Successful management and coexistence with 
these other carnivores remains contentious, but they do not elicit the same degree of controversy 
over their physical presence and management status as a grizzly, wolf or cougar produces 
(Figure 2.5). 
 
Figure 2.5. An adult male cougar stands over a recent kill. A cougar will leave the site and cover it with 
nearby branches and sagebrush for later use. Photo from Mark Elbroch (2014). 
 
Unlike grizzlies or wolves, cougars (Felis concolor), have always been hunted (Montana 
Fish Wildlife and Parks Department, 2008; Wyoming Game and Fish Department, 2014).  Also 
known as mountain lions or pumas, these large cats are territorial and solitary animals, except for 
females accompanied by their kittens.  Their primary sources of food consist of deer, elk, and 
other ungulates that they hunt by stealth at night, and they cover any uneaten food for later use 
(Anderson & Lindzey, 2005; Murphy, 1998; Ross & Jalkotzy, 1996).  The males have large 
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home ranges and are territorial, and females have smaller territories where they tend to den in 
caves, rock crevices and brush piles to leave their kittens in while hunting (Montana Fish 
Wildlife and Parks Department, 2011).  Cougars are efficient hunters that will occasionally prey 
on sheep, goats, and cattle as well as pets such as horses, dogs, and cats (Logan & Sweanor, 
2001).  These depredations are a common concern amongst the ranching communities who face 
major financial losses due to the damage caused by a cougar or other predator. 
This animal’s wide geographic distribution and solitary nature in the more rugged and 
remote areas of the GYE and elsewhere are what have allowed it to elude the regional extinctions 
that befell grizzlies and wolves in the West (Hornocker & Negri, 2009; Logan and Sweanor, 
2001; Figure 2.6).  Accordingly, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGF), the Idaho 
Fish and Game Department (IFG), and the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks Department (FWP) 
govern the management and hunting restrictions of cougars at the state level.  Described as more 
of an art than a science due to the furtive nature of this large cat and its rugged habitat, these 
state agencies are tasked with evaluating subjective measures, such as maintaining sufficient 
abundance in the local cougar populations, addressing livestock depredation incidents, 
minimizing the risk of human-cougar interactions, and providing opportunities to hunt cougars.  
In response to these ecological and social conditions, each state agency establishes annual 
harvest quotas and regulates the hunting of cougars by regions (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  
Historically, these state management plans spark outrage and debate by environmentalists about 
the efficacy of the science used to set the harvest quotas (Foster, 1994).  




Figure 2.6. Geographic distribution of the cougar in the Western hemisphere, range is denoted by the 
shaded areas.  Map adapted from NatureServe (2007). 
 
Grizzly bears (Ursos arctos horribilis) are omnivorous.  Like its cousin the black bear, 
grizzly bears will opportunistically feed on plants, insects and other animals.  They subsist 
primarily on nuts and meat from wild ungulates, and they spend most of their waking hours 
searching for food (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  As opportunists, grizzlies are adaptable and can live 
off of small rodents, fish, carrion, and human food or garbage if it is accessible (Craighead, 
Sumner, & Mitchell, 1995).  Given the variability of food sources seasonally and annually, 
grizzlies forage widely throughout their habitat to find food.  These movements and the food 
abundance allow for scientists to predict the movements of bears throughout the GYE by season 
(Figure 2.7).  Their survival is dependent upon wide-ranging and abundant sources of food given 
that they are actively foraging for about seven months per year prior to hibernation (Hannibal, 
2012; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).   




Figure 2.7. A bear jam. Wildlife jams are common occurrences around Yellowstone National Park, 
especially in the spring when bears are exiting their dens after hibernation.  Photo adapted from 
othersiderainbow.blogspot.com. 
 
The GYE’s grizzly bears hibernate in dens during the winter months for approximately 
five months, a period where they live off the fat built up during summer and fall months 
(Craighead & Craighead, 1972; 1974; Tietje & Ruff, 1980).  It is estimated that nearly 50,000 
grizzly bears inhabited North America during the expeditions of Lewis and Clark in the 1800s 
(White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013), but the arrival of European settlers in the West caused a rapid 
decline in their range and numbers.  They were hunted almost to extinction as a consequence of 
the rapid expansion of towns and cities in their former habitats.  In 1922, 37 grizzly populations 
were present in North America, and only six of those populations remained by 1975.   
Today, the GYE is a “recovery zone” for one of those six populations, and measures are 
in place to allow grizzlies to repopulate and expand their range.  This recovery zone is known as 
a Primary Conservation Area (PCA), where grizzly–human conflict mitigation and bear habitat 
      
 
 54 
conservation are high management priorities (U.S. National Park Service, 2013).  Greater 
Yellowstone’s grizzly bear PCA spans Yellowstone National Park, John D. Rockefeller, Jr. 
Memorial Parkway, portions of Grand Teton National Park, national forests surrounding 
Yellowstone, Bureau of Land Management lands, and state and private lands in Idaho, Montana, 
and Wyoming (Figure 2.8).  Successful expansion in this area and beyond is attributed to the 
federal listing of the grizzly bear as a threatened species in the Lower 48 States (excluding 
Hawaii and Alaska) under the U.S. Endangered Species Act in 1975.   
 
Figure 2.8. The Primary Conservation Area for grizzlies outlined within the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. Map adapted from the U.S. National Park Service (2015). 
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In 1983, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) was formed to further ensure 
the recovery of grizzlies and their habitat through cooperation of federal officials from the U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS), the U.S National Park Service (NPS), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and 
representatives from the state game and fish agencies of Idaho, Montana, Washington and 
Wyoming (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  The IGBC coordinates around policy, planning, management 
and research, and its current focus is the question of whether grizzly bears should be removed 
from federal protection under the Endangered Species Act in the GYE.  With current estimates of 
grizzly bear populations reaching the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan’s target of more than 500 
bears as of 2014, the grizzly is expected to be removed from federal protection as early as 2016 
(U.S. National Park Service, 2015).  However, the IGBC insists that there will be special rules 
implemented regarding activities that would disturb bears, such as restrictions on the number of 
roads, all-terrain vehicles, and elk hunters allowed in the area to ensure genetic diversity and 
viable populations in the PCA after the grizzlies are delisted.   
As with concerns over the science implemented by state agencies to manage cougars, 
environmentalist communities are resistant to delisting the grizzly bear from federal protection.  
Moreover, the impending delisting raises new challenges for wildlife managers in protecting the 
public, and these challenges will only increase as grizzlies further expand their ranges due to the 
lack of available food from climate change.  Since 2000, an outbreak of the mountain pine beetle 
(Dendroctonus ponderosae) has destroyed huge swaths of whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) 
forests in the GYE due to warmer climate patterns at high elevations (Koteen, 2002; Logan, 
Macfarlane, & Willcox, 2010).  Whitebark pine nuts are a major staple in grizzlies’ diets because 
their high-fat and high-calorie content allows the bears to secure enough energy to hibernate in 
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the winter.  Consequently, this diminished food supply is causing bears to seek alternative food 
sources at lower altitudes where humans live (Blanchard & Knight, 1991; Mattson, Blanchard, & 
Knight, 1992), thereby increasing the number of human-grizzly encounters and conflicts.   
 Wolves (Canis lupus) are the most social of the three large carnivores, and the Northern 
Gray wolves of the GYE range in color from gray to white to black (Figure 2.9).  Their diet 
consists of ungulates, particularly large hoofed mammals like elk, deer, moose, caribou and other 
small prey.  Like grizzlies and cougars, wolves require large areas of contiguous habitat in forest 
and mountain terrain that provide sufficient access to prey, protection, and denning (Smith & 
Ferguson, 2005; Smith, Peterson, & Houston, 2003).  Unlike more solitary carnivores, wolves 
typically live, travel, and hunt in packs that range from seven to ten individuals consisting of one 
breeding pair (the alpha female and alpha male), their pups, and older offspring.  It is the 
responsibility of the alphas to lead hunts, choose den sites, and establish their pack’s territory.  
This pack structure allows wolves to develop strong social bonds and to successfully care for 
pups until they fully mature (Eisenberg, 2014; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).   
 
Figure 2.9. A gray wolf wanders through the Lamar Valley of Yellowstone National Park in winter. Photo 
from Susan G. Clark (personal communication, March, 2015). 
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Although research points to the critical role that wolves play in directly and indirectly 
balancing the health and structure of an ecosystem through trophic cascades (Smith & Ferguson, 
2005; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013), their disputed history has made wolves’ presence in the 
GYE an ongoing and bitter dispute within and across stakeholder groups.  As one ranger from 
the National Park Service told me during our TrekWest hike through Yellowstone’s Lamar 
Valley, “There’s predator hatred, and then there’s wolf hatred” (personal communication, 
August, 2013).  Eradicated in most areas of the United States by 1930 due to bounties, trapping, 
hunting, and centuries-old vitriol carried over from the early European settlers, wolves are 
historically demonized by the culture of the Old West (Lopez, 1979; Taylor & Clark, 2005; 
White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  Inscribed in Anglo-American children’s stories and fairy tales 
are myths that demonize wolves, such as the dangerous big bad wolf that attacks the three little 
pigs or the villainous wolf that attempts to trick Little Red Riding into believing he’s her 
grandmother.  Laden throughout European mythology as a reputation for being tricksters, 
violent, and incorrigible creatures, wolves are also heralded in many indigenous cultures as 
sharply intelligent and deeply intuitive symbols of strength (Clark & Casey, 1995).  In the West, 
wolves continue to be paradoxically imbued with myth and meaning.  At once an enduring 
symbol of wilderness and a lethal threat to one’s safety and livelihood, wolves are the heaviest 
subject of debate in the GYE and throughout the Northern Rockies.  This paradox was further 
exacerbated following the deeply controversial reintroduction of wolves to Yellowstone National 
Park in 1995 (Emel, 1995; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  
Described by some as the greatest conservation victory of the 20th century (Smith & 
Ferguson, 2005), the reintroduction also contributed to a significant decrease in the number of 
elk populations throughout the region (Proffitt, Grigg, Hamlin, & Garrott, 2009).  This reduction 
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and the additional concern of livestock depredations have reignited the polemical divide between 
environmentalists and many of the local residents in the area.  The most vocal of these residents 
are the hunting outfitters and livestock ranchers who are facing concerns for their livelihoods that 
have been threatened by the changes to the landscape since wolves’ return.  Whether or not these 
changes to the landscape can be attributed solely to the presence of wolves remains a constant 
subject of scientific inquiry and litigation (Smith, Peterson, & Houston, 2003; Vucetich, Smith, 
& Stahler, 2005; White & Garrott, 2005).  Further igniting these disputes, FWS ruled to delist 
wolves from federal protection under the Endangered Species Act in Montana and Idaho in 2011, 
and they then delisted wolves from federal protection in Wyoming the following year.  This 
ruling occurred following what FWS deemed a “successful recovery effort” to restore wolves to 
the Northern Rockies (Figure 2.10).  In September 2014, the Federal District Court of 
Washington D.C. reinstated federal protections to wolves in Wyoming1 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 2014).  This decision is still being evaluated, while authority for managing wolves 
remains at the state level for Idaho and Montana.   
                                                
1	  “The	  most	  recent	  data	  available	  (end	  of	  2013)	  indicate	  that	  the	  NRM	  wolf	  population	  contains	  at	  least	  1,691	  
wolves,	  at	  least	  320	  packs,	  and	  at	  least	  78	  breeding	  pairs.	  This	  population	  has	  exceeded	  its	  recovery	  goals	  
since	  2002.	  By	  every	  biological	  measure	  the	  NRM	  wolf	  population	  is	  recovered	  and	  remains	  secure	  under	  
State	  management…September	  23,	  2014,	  the	  Federal	  District	  Court	  for	  the	  District	  of	  Columbia	  vacated	  the	  
delisting	  of	  wolves	  in	  Wyoming	  under	  the	  Endangered	  Species	  Act	  (ESA).	  	  At	  present,	  we	  are	  still	  evaluating	  
this	  decision.	  	  However,	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  decision	  is	  the	  reinstatement	  of	  Federal	  protections	  that	  were	  in	  
place	  prior	  to	  our	  2012	  delisting.	  	  Therefore,	  wolves	  are	  again	  listed	  as	  a	  nonessential	  experimental	  
population	  in	  all	  of	  Wyoming.	  	  Take	  of	  wolves	  may	  be	  authorized	  only	  by	  the	  nonessential	  experimental	  
population	  rules	  or	  by	  permits	  issued	  under	  section	  10	  of	  the	  ESA”	  (U.S.	  Fish	  and	  Wildlife	  Service,	  2014).	  	  




Figure 2.10. Estimated locations and ranges of the Northern Rockies wolf population.  As of 2013, there 
are an estimated 1691 wolves, with at least 320 packs and 78 breeding pairs. Map and data from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (2014).   
 
The future status of these animals remains uncertain because the federal government and 
state agencies continue to struggle in their effort to agree upon a process for managing wolves 
following a final delisting (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  Although other factors are largely 
responsible for the threats to people’s livelihoods and safety due to a globalized agricultural 
industry and a changing climate, wolves are a tangible scapegoat of people’s social and political 
agendas.  These competing agendas are enacted through ongoing debates in public arenas and 
constant litigation over the status of wolves and other predators, which are discussed at length in 
chapter four.  This litigation has reached a point in which divergent stakeholders focus time and 
resources on legal battles as minute as a ruling over whether or not to hunt three wolves instead 
of four wolves in a small corner of Montana for a single hunting season (Chaney, 2014).  The 
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wolves in this region were (and continue to be) inadvertent pawns in a human-based conflict 
over political power.   
Flores (2001) critiques these human-based conflicts that exploit wildlife and natural 
resources in his discussion of how people engage with the natural world and its inhabitants 
without a self-awareness of their motives or animality: 
If I am right that the reason we have not been able to stop the destruction of nature in our 
time is that we refuse to recognize the animal within, then externally delivered checks—
new disease epidemics running rampant through overcrowded populations, massive dieoffs 
from starvation caused by ecological overreach, wars over resources—are what we can 
expect. And perhaps ultimately an imposed, top-down environmental fascism to keep us 
from destroying ourselves. All of these fates (except the last) afflict other animals. (27) 
 
When applied to the issue of predator management, Flores’ (2001) argument for self-awareness 
necessitates recognition of the apparent paradox of being human.  People may be driven to 
survive at all costs, but in light of the broader environmental issues we as a species face, we must 
now confront our motives with a self-awareness of our humanity not often attended to.  This self-
awareness may overcome the cultural conceits that separate wild nature from human culture and 
nonhumans from human animals (Wilson, 1991).  The first step in overcoming these conceits is 
disassembling the reified notion of nature as something that we must “return to” as a purified 
entity uncontaminated by humans (Castree & Braun, 1998; 2001; Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Smith, 
1995; Wilson, 1991).  Such a place, an untouched “nature,” does not exist beyond the confines of 
our own minds (Katz, 1995; 1998; Katz & Kirby, 1991; Merchant, 1980).  Additionally, the 
factors underlying people’s disputes and their broader social concerns that imbue wolves with 
symbolic meaning should be examined with the recognition of our internal dialectic of 
simultaneously being an animal and a human-being in a specific time and place.  The physical 
setting and nonhuman inhabitants of the GYE are the sum of natural processes, and they have the 
power to alter and change human lives.  Knowing our own status as fellow predators and our 
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tendencies as humans is significant because it places us with the responsibility of directing the 
kind of world and relations we create within this physical setting.   
To those interested in the application of these natural ecologies and their relevance to 
human cultural values and ideologies, one should avoid falling into the trap of interpreting the 
richness of human history exclusively through the lens of biology (Cronon, 1993; Flores, 2001; 
Worster, 1985).  Although environmental history integrates the ecological relationship of people 
to their natural world, environmental historians make it clear that nature and wildlife are more 
than passive subjects to be thought about.  This discussion of the GYE’s wildlife and the 
workings of its ecological system was necessary for the focus of later chapters that address the 
reciprocal influences operating between human society and the environment.  The remainder of 
this dissertation deconstructs these reciprocal relations at length, but first attention is required to 
clarify social context that encompasses the institutions and their management practices that 
interact with the physical systems and wildlife inhabitants of the GYE. 
Social Context: The Conservation, Management, and Institutional History of the GYE 
 
And of course we have our history.  And history, like biology, offers us the opportunity to 
understand the ancient dangers—and the wondrous potential of being human animals. (Flores, 
2001, p. 28) 
 
By the time we reached the Winegar Hole Wilderness, an integral part of the Caribou-
Targhee National Forest between Grand Teton National Park and Yellowstone National Park, I 
was called upon to transfer the car to the Old Faithful area of Yellowstone.  John and Ed had to 
cover more ground than my feet could take me in less than two days, and I was enlisted to help 
move their gear.  I was disappointed that I would not get a chance to see the prime grizzly bear 
habitat and wilderness that runs along the Wyoming and Idaho borders.  However, I welcomed a 
break from the daily hikes and diet of trail-mix, and I had a chance to spend time in one of the 
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most iconic areas of the Park.  When I reached the Old Faithful Historic District, I was surprised 
to find that nearly every space in the megamall-sized parking lot was taken.  After seeing no 
more than a half a dozen people in the last week or so, it was an unexpected shock to encounter 
hundreds of people at once, all congregated around the Visitor Center, Old Faithful Inn, and the 
historic geyser itself. 
The following day while I was waiting to meet up with John and Ed, I finally decided to 
go and see Old Faithful.  I wasn’t expecting to have the time to go and see the geyser, but John 
and Ed were held up with a park ranger to go over their maps and permits.  I wanted to see for 
myself if the world-famous geyser was truly as spectacular as it is predictable.  Old Faithful is 
not the largest geyser in the Park, but it erupts the most frequently of Yellowstone’s big geysers, 
with an average interval between eruptions of about 90 minutes.  Having never seen a geyser 
firsthand, my only expectation was what the plaques in the Visitor Center informed me: “An 
eruption lasts 1.5 to 5 minutes, expels between 3,700 to 8,400 gallons of boiling water, and 
reaches heights of 106-184 feet.”  It was named for its regularity by members of the Washburn-
Langford-Doane Expedition in 1870, and it stands today as the centerpiece in the world’s first 
national park, established in 1872 (U.S. National Park Service, 2015). 
I had fifteen minutes until the estimated eruption at 1:59 pm, so I went outside to find 
myself a good vantage point.  There were about a hundred people lined up along the designated 
walkways, and many visitors had taken to the shade nearby to sit on makeshift seats from the 
downed trees that lined the paths.  I felt a little strange joining everyone in their eager 
anticipation of watching water spew from a hole in the ground.  Standing in my worn out clothes, 
I felt out of place for the first time as I stood next to a sea of tourists—a mix of European, Asian, 
and American accents—who were dressed sharply in what I crustily assumed were recently 
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purchased recreation clothes.  Realizing how I must have looked (and smelled), I found a semi-
isolated place next to a friendly looking couple of motorcyclists dressed head-to-toe in leather.  I 
unsuccessfully made a joke to them about having just ridden in on a Harley myself, which was 
enough to cause them to exchange a glance with one another and move elsewhere.  Unperturbed, 
I leaned against the fence and waited for 1:59 pm to arrive.  There were a few teasing moments 
where the geyser would steam up and expel a small mist, causing everyone to frantically pull out 
their iPhones and cameras, only to be disappointed by the false alarm.  Finally at 2:05 pm, Old 
Faithful started spewing hot water straight up into the air for a solid four minutes.  Due to the 
heavy wind, the 100-foot stream of water was pushed sideways, giving the appearance of a 
horizontal waterfall and creating a rainbow in the mist.   
After about two minutes, most people seemed conflicted about whether or not to continue 
filming, and kids began to tug at their parents’ shirts to ask them when they could leave.  
Apparently, two minutes was the attention span and appropriate amount of time to take a video 
that would be sufficiently envied and “liked” on social media.  By the end of the eruption, there 
was a steady stream of visitors exiting the area and walking back to the parking lot as one would 
after the end of a concert or baseball game.  If ever there was a situation where I witnessed 
firsthand the effects of people’s material and conceptual separation of themselves from nature 
and wildlife as Cronon (1993), Flores (2001), and Wilson (1991) have described, my afternoon 
at Old Faithful was it.  In that moment, Old Faithful seemed more like a box to check off on 
people’s lists of “must see” attractions, rather than a feature on the landscape with ecological and 
sociocultural significance (Katz & Kirby, 1991). 
Slightly bemused, I reunited with John and Ed by the car, and I listened to them recount 
their wildlife encounters along the ground that they covered while I was idling around Old 
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Faithful.  After unpacking and repacking up our hiking gear, we decided to go in search of 
milkshakes and shade to escape the dry heat and heavy sun of late August.  Making our way into 
the Old Faithful Inn, I had a chance to see the remarkable architecture of this historic building.  
We were greeted by a young Xanterra2 employee—his nametag listing him as Noah from 
Nebraska—who ushered us into the 110 year-old hotel to see its four stories of balconies, clear 
view of Old Faithful, and log-pole interior framework.  A large stone fireplace sits at the center 
of the Inn, and a central light on the ceiling gives the fireplace center stage, complete with 
rocking chairs for sitting and admiring the wooden architecture visible from the ground floor.  
After the tragic discovery of a broken milkshake machine in the restaurant, we settled for root-
beer floats and returned to the rocking chairs by the fireplace.   
Before setting off on the remainder of the Yellowstone leg of our trek, we discussed the 
famous hotel.  Similar to my earlier feelings over people’s quest to achieve a “natural 
experience” by witnessing two minutes of Old Faithful’s eruption, I was again struck by people’s 
treatment of nature as a separate entity that we must travel to and experience in order to connect 
with it.  Looking around at people on their phones, it was hard not to believe that our desire to 
connect only goes as far as we are willing to step outside the confines of our human comforts.  
As the largest log hotel in the world, Old Faithful Inn is a place that affords people the luxury 
and comforts of modern technology (e.g. internet, milkshakes, and air-conditioning), and it 
juxtaposes this luxury with one of the most phenomenal occurrences of the natural world.  
People are able to have their intended natural experience and then return to their laptops to 
rapidly share this experience with the rest of their networks back home.   
                                                
2	  “Xanterra	  Parks	  and	  Resorts	  is	  a	  global	  travel	  and	  hospitality	  company	  that	  provides	  staff	  and	  operations	  to	  
the	  hotels,	  restaurants,	  and	  stores	  of	  Yellowstone	  National	  Park”	  (http://www.xanterra.com).	  
      
 
 65 
Given the “culture of nature” in Yellowstone National Park, it is important make visible 
how the institutions governing our wildlife and natural resources have the power to shape our 
views about what constitutes “nature” and structure our experiences with what is “natural.”  
These decisions contribute to people’s ideas about nature and wildlife as constructs that are 
separate from human society (Flores, 2001; Wilson, 1991), and they exacerbate people’s notions 
of a “purified” nature uncontaminated by humans (Castree & Braun, 1998; 2001; Katz & Kirby, 
1991; Smith, 1995).  This power and tendency of institutions to shape dichotomized human-
nature relations is a tacit element that has persisted throughout the entirety of America’s legacy 
with conservation over the past 150 years. 
Thinking Like a Mountain: America’s Conservation Legacy 
 Given the jurisdiction of substantial portions of the GYE under federal agencies, the 
predator management conflicts necessitate a history of conservation at the national level in the 
United States.  The conservation movement is argued to have received its inspiration from the 
19th century works that heralded the value and necessity of nature.  Most notably, Henry David 
Thoreau’s (1854) exaltations of nature, wildlife, and living a simple life in Walden and George 
Perkins Marsh’s (1864) Man and Nature established the imperative for a conservation ethic.  The 
contemporary environmental movement has its historic foundations in two competing strands of 
thinking and action surrounding conservation borne out of this imperative (Grumbine, 1990; 
1994; Haeuber, 1996; Johnston, 2002; 2006; McCarthy, 2002).  These strands are utilitarian 
conservation (“wise-use”3 of natural resources, such as minerals, forests, water, and fertile land 
                                                
3 “[Wise-use] is a general term relating to an approach to the management of federal lands in the United States that 
encompasses many themes, but emphasizes a preference for extractive (e.g., mining, oil drilling) or utilitarian (e.g., 
grazing) uses over [the] ecological, scenic, wildlife, or aesthetic values [of preservation]” 
(http://www.pollutionissues.com/Ve-Z/Wise-Use-Movement.html#ixzz3YGIeYm4c). 
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that are not man-made and can be used for economic purposes) and preservationist conservation 
(“non-use” of natural resources for extraction or consumptive purposes).  At the heart of the 
current predator management conflicts are these historic debates between utilitarian 
conservationists and preservationists that have dominated 19th and 20th century conservation 
initiatives.  I use the term “conservationists” to refer to the utilitarian conservationists who view 
the environment and wildlife as resources that should be managed in a responsible manner 
through ‘wise-use’ (McCarthy, 2002).  Alternatively, I employ the term “preservationists” to 
denote to the preservation-oriented conservationists who believe in complete non-use of natural 
resources, meaning that natural resources are not to be extracted and consumed for human 
exploitation.  Although this definition is loosely defined and often debated, the key premise is 
that preservationists believe that natural resources should be protected regardless of their 
usefulness to people (Clark & Harvey, 1990; Primm & Clark, 1996b; Wilson, 1997).  In chapter 
three, I examine the significance of daily life in the GYE in shaping people’s relationships to 
predators and one another in order to clarify the full-range of stakeholders and their perspectives 
and values beyond the confines of this historic yet confining conservationist/preservationist 
dualism.  
 In the late 19th century, supporters of conservation—both utilitarian and preservationist—
often collaborated on efforts like the protection of forests and watersheds throughout the United 
States.  At that time, property owners wanted the right use the land as they wished in order to run 
their timber or mining companies.  However, the early conservationists, led by future President 
Theodore Roosevelt and George Bird Grinnell, were concerned about the excessive waste and 
insufficiency of the laissez-faire approach that was supported by the U.S. Government.  As a 
response, Roosevelt and Grinnell formed the Boone and Crockett Club in 1887 to create a 
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contingency of conservationists, scientists, and politicians.  This group would become 
Roosevelt’s most trusted advisors throughout his North American campaign to protect wildlife 
and natural resources, and the Boone and Crockett Club remains today as an enduring legacy of 
Roosevelt’s “Conservationist Presidency” (Figure 2.11).  Roosevelt’s agenda included the 
Newlands Reclamation Act of 1902 to encourage the development of dams for irrigation, and he 
set aside more than 230 million acres of land for federal protection as national parks, forests, and 
nature preserves.  His legacy also includes the appointment of Gifford Pinchot as the chief of the 
Division of Forestry under the Department of Agriculture. 
 
Figure 2.11. “We have fallen heirs to the most glorious heritage a people ever received, and each one must 
do his part if we wish to show that the nation is worthy of its good fortune” (Theodore Roosevelt, July 4, 
1886). Editorial cartoon by Rense (1908). 
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As a utilitarian conservationist, Pinchot fought against the exploitation of natural 
resources by helping to create a national forest system on the principles of wise-use.  Through 
the lobbying of Roosevelt, oversight of the federal forest reserves was transferred from the 
Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture in 1905 with the rationale that 
forests should be managed in the same manner as other agricultural units.  Timber, as with other 
crops, requires sustainable yield, so one must never cut more timber than one can replace.  This 
tenet remains the foundation of the doctrine of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS): manage forests 
for multiple uses such as timber, wildlife, and recreation.  This tenet also allows for controversial 
practices like public lands grazing of livestock, a salient issue to people who either support or 
oppose the land-use practices of ranching communities in the GYE. 
Tensions around the conservationist agenda emerged during the Progressive Era due to 
differences between conservationists and preservationists on the development of a long-term 
plan for managing America’s natural resources and scenic wilderness areas.  Differences in 
philosophy created oppositions between John Muir, a preservationist who wanted to minimize 
commercial use of natural resources, and conservationists like Gifford Pinchot.  Muir favored the 
preservation of scenic wilderness areas, whereas Pinchot believed that natural resources should 
be used in a responsible manner (a subjective yet explicit element of the USFS doctrine).  This 
early preservationist-conservationist dispute reached its peak in the public debates surrounding 
the 1909 proposal for the construction of the Hetch Hetchy dam in the Tuolumne River of 
Yosemite National Park (Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Katz & Kirby, 1991).  Pinchot wanted the dam 
to be built, while Muir vehemently opposed it with the assistance of the organization he had 
recently founded: the Sierra Club.  Ultimately, the damn was approved and built in 1913, but its 
construction exacerbated and catalyzed another legacy—that of the ongoing conflict over how 
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land and natural resources should be used.  This conflict persists in the current issue of predator 
management, as stakeholders remain divided over land use and the conservation of large 
carnivores. 
Following the preservationist-conservationist debates over the construction of the Hetch 
Hetchy dam, a new federal agency specifically designated to protect and preserve wilderness 
areas was established in 1916: the U.S. National Park Service (NPS).  Unlike USFS, the National 
Park Service’s mission, as outlined by the bill signed by President Woodrow Wilson, was “to 
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wildlife therein, and to provide of 
the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations” (2015).  Built on principles of preservation, NPS operates 
under the Department of the Interior, and it became responsible for all the units of the National 
Parks System of the United States, including Yellowstone, which had been established in 1872.  
Since NPS’ inception, the number of units has grown to over 400 physical properties owned or 
administered by the National Park Service (2015).  Given the principles that NPS was founded 
upon, the debates between the preservation of wilderness areas versus the wise-use of natural 
resources continued throughout the 20th century.  These divergent management objectives of the 
U.S. Forest Service and the National Park Service continue to be contentious around federal, 
state, and local initiatives in the 21st century (Cheever, 1997). 
Another important transformation in the conservation agenda of the United States 
occurred during the 1960s and 1970s when the modern day environmental movement took hold.  
This social movement materialized due to a shift in environmental thinking that emerged (once 
again) through seminal books that raised awareness about the consequences of suburbanization, 
pollution, and America’s growing network of highways.  These books were Rachel Carson’s 
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(1962) Silent Spring and Aldo Leopold’s (1949) Sand County Almanac.  Famous for coining the 
term “thinking like a mountain” after watching a wolf die, Leopold advocated for a holistic 
vision of environmentalism to integrate the interconnectedness of all the elements of an 
ecosystem.  This enduring vision is known as Leopold’s (1949) land ethic: 
There is as yet no ethic dealing with man’s relation to land and to the animals and plants, 
which grow upon it.  Land, like Odysseus’ slave girls, is still property.  The land relation 
is still strictly economic, entailing privileges but no obligations. The extension of ethics 
to this third element in human environment is (…) an evolutionary possibility and an 
ecological necessity. (p. 238) 
  
These books, coupled with burgeoning inquiry in the field of ecology, drew public attention to 
the dangers of current land and natural resource use practices and thereby bolstered people’s 
support and advocacy for environmental protection.  This social movement led to an increase in 
the number of grassroots environmental organizations and the nation’s first “Earth Day” in 1970.  
This movement also facilitated the support for and passage of new federal legislation, including: 
the Clean Air Act (1963), the Wilderness Act (1964), the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (1968), the 
Clean Water Act (1972), and the National Environmental Policy Act (1969) that mandates every 
federal agency must prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the ecological 
implications of any decision before legislative action.  Notably, Congress also passed the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 to prevent further extinctions of North American animals.  
The Endangered Species Act was signed into law in 1973 by President Richard Nixon, 
and its objective was to prevent “critically imperiled” species from going extinct.  According the 
U.S. Supreme Court, the Endangered Species Act was designed “to halt and reverse the trend 
toward species extinction, whatever the cost,” and it operates under the administration of the U.S 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA).  FWS was created in 1871 under the U.S. Department of the Interior, and it is the 
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federal agency that oversees the management of species listed as federally endangered, including 
grizzlies and (formerly) wolves in the GYE.  Dedicated to protecting fish, wildlife, and natural 
places, this department “work[s] with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, 
plants, and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people” (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 2014).  
The current challenges facing the divergent stakeholder interests in the GYE are 
consistent with other socio-political shifts that began to occur around the same time.  Due to the 
bevy of federal legislation surrounding the use of public lands and natural resource conservation 
in the 1970s, the growth of conservative political power in the American West strengthened 
through strategies that endorsed the rights of the individual—such as the right to property, to 
hunt and fish, and to pursue one’s interests unfettered by federal restraints (Flores, 2001).  
Conversely, liberal interests argued that this freedom came at the expense of natural resources 
and wildlife.  As a response, the number of environmental organizations grew exponentially, and 
many have since become a permanent fixture in opposing the use-oriented (or utilitarian 
conservationist) advocates in regional and national initiatives pertaining to land, natural 
resources and wildlife in the American West (McCarthy, 2002).  Although these oppositions are 
more nuanced than a simple dichotomy, they are a reflection of a broader polarity in politics at 
the national level.  This conservative-liberal dichotomy is an expression of a policy process that 
has become ostensibly limited to a bi-partisan political system that constrains people’s ability to 
vote outside of this dualism if they hope to successfully elect an official that will meet (some of) 
their interests.  In the GYE, the preservationist-conservationist dichotomy is a reproduction of a 
national decision-making process that fails to attend to the spectrum and complexity of people 
and nonhuman predators’ interests.  
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Controlling Conservation: The Institutional System of Wildlife Management in the GYE 
Policy issues in the GYE are a turbulent confluence of divergent human values, contested 
science, overlapping administrative jurisdictions, and conflicting problem definitions.  As such, 
the study of the complex and dynamic political nature of policy issues in the region is both a 
highly frustrating and thought-provoking endeavor. (Shanahan & McBeth, 2010, p. 144) 
  
Behind the historic and contemporary management battles over wolves and other 
predators in the GYE has been the question of land and natural resource allocation: who gets to 
use it, why, and for what (Lasswell, 1971)?  Since the land and natural resources of the GYE are 
finite and increasingly scarce, their use represents a zero sum game: those who secure it do so at 
the expense of others, usually nonhuman predators.  The fear of resource depletion—land, water, 
and wildlife—is a persistent and haunting specter that drives the conflicts of predator 
management and exacerbates the challenge of addressing the common interests of communities 
in the GYE.  Though an environmental history of the GYE’s wildlife management legacy could 
span multiple volumes, this section focuses explicitly on the region’s institutional system for 
managing predators and other wildlife in the context of conservation over the past 150 years.  
Clarification of these trends is particularly necessary to contextualize the current challenges of 
finding common interests amongst stakeholders amidst a changing landscape.  Specifically, 
attention to the institutions and their respective management over time provides information into 
the processes that govern the ecosystem, including its predators.   
The legacy of natural resource and wildlife management in the GYE includes not only the 
environment but also the multiplicity of policy regulations and agencies (Lynch et al., 2008).  
The GYE, like many ecosystems around the world that face the challenges of wildlife 
conservation, is hindered by the complex overlay of private property and public lands managed 
by a multitude of state, federal, and tribal agencies (Table 2.1).  The federal agencies 
administering jurisdiction of various portions of the GYE include: the U.S. National Park 
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Service, the U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wildlife Services (formerly 
Animal Damage Control), the U.S. Geological Survey, and the Bureau of Land Management 
(Congressional Research Service, 1986; Clark & Rutherford, 2014).  Given the range of federal 
agencies involved in the land and wildlife management of the GYE, it is evident that the policy 
practices of this region do not occur in isolation from national social and political processes.  The 
predator conflicts of the GYE are therefore indicative of the broader conservation challenges 
confronting the decision-making agencies of the United States.   
 
Table 2.1. The federal, state, tribal, and private agencies with interests and involvement in the jurisdiction 
of land and other natural resources in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
 
The National Park Service manages Yellowstone National Park, Grand Teton National 
Park, and the John D. Rockefeller National Parkway connecting the two.  This agency is 
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primarily concerned with protection, and it simultaneously promotes tourism and recreation 
under the Department of the Interior.  The U.S. Forest Service also promotes recreation, but it is 
governed by the wise-use model set forth by earlier utilitarian conservationists.  It oversees the 
11 million acres of national forests owned by the federal government in the GYE, including 
Beaverhead, Custer, Gallatin, Shoshone, Bridger, Teton, and Targhee National Forests.  As part 
of the Department of Agriculture, USFS is required to “develop and administer the renewable 
surface resources of the national forests for multiple use and sustained yield of the various 
products and services obtained from these areas” under the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 
1960.  Another challenge in management that USFS faces is the ability to also meet the goals of 
the National Forest Management Act of 1976.  This act dictates the agency must “maintain 
viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning 
area.”  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service works in coordination with these two organizations 
and other federal agencies to study and sustain the wildlife species that it is responsible for under 
the Endangered Species Act.   
Wildlife Services, formerly the less-than-affably named “Animal Damage Control” until 
the mid-1990s, has a long-standing history as a highly contested agency in the West for its role in 
predator killing.  Criticized for its tendency to use lethal methods of controlling “problem” 
animals through trapping or poison, Wildlife Services’ (1931) mission under the Department of 
Agriculture is “to provide federal leadership and expertise to resolve wildlife conflicts to allow 
people and wildlife to coexist.”  Unlike the other federal agencies of the GYE, the U.S. 
Geological Survey has no regulatory responsibility.  As a branch of the Department of the 
Interior, it has the explicit function of serving as a fact-finding organization that examines the 
landscapes, natural resources, and natural hazards of the U.S.  The Bureau of Land Management 
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is a multiple-use land management agency like the USFS, but the BLM is under the Department 
of the Interior.  Together, the BLM and USFS must manage the lands that are leased to livestock 
ranchers for sheep and cattle grazing, and these allotments are often in areas where livestock are 
attacked by large carnivores.  Public lands grazing of livestock, along with the hunting of 
predators and the operation of Wildlife Services, are three of the most polarizing subjects in the 
regional and national debates over the presence and management of the GYE’s large carnivores 
(Clark & Rutherford, 2014). 
Further complicating this overlay of federal governance are the state fish and game 
agencies of the GYE.  The Idaho Fish and Game Department (IFG), Montana Fish Wildlife and 
Parks Department (FWP), and Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGF) are the three 
agencies that oversee the use and protection of fish, wildlife, and state-owned park resources for 
the purposes of recreation (e.g., hunting, fishing, and activities like snowmobiling).  As 
discussed previously in reference to the material context of the GYE, these agencies are each 
tasked with providing a “system of control, propagation, management, protection and regulation 
of wildlife” (Wyoming Game and Fish Department, 1972).  When an animal is federally 
protected under the Endangered Species Act, the federal legislation supersedes that of the state, 
but the state agencies are responsible for the other animals in the region that are not listed under 
the act.  Thus, each state agency has some latitude in the management of wildlife species that are 
not federally protected; yet they are also required to assist in the monitoring of threatened species 
such as wolves and grizzlies.  These state agencies therefore have a dominant role in the 
conservation of large carnivores in the GYE.  Each state agency is responsible for cooperating 
with FWS in the administration of the Endangered Species Act, and they will become the 
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primary managers of the wolves and grizzlies if the present efforts to delist both species are 
effective (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2014).  
The model of these state fish and game agencies is one that relies largely on the revenues 
earned through the sale of hunting and fishing licenses.  Thus, hunters are its main constituency, 
and their interests are most evident in the decision-making and public relations of each state’s 
department (Taylor & Clark, 2005; Clark & Rutherford, 2014).  Closely aligned with the 
individualist and conservative political interests of the “Old American West,” these departments 
have a pro-hunting stance with regards to game hunting as well as hunting to conserve and 
manage predators.  The governance and structure of these departments is discussed at length in 
chapter four through an analysis of the political ecology of predator management, but it is 
necessary to understand the historic frameworks of these agencies’ philosophies and practices 
that continue to drive their current approaches.  The philosophical framework is that of a “states’ 
rights” ideology that favors state authority and control over its wildlife and other natural 
resources.  This ideology is a common value among local community members who have lived 
in the region for multiple generations.  The application of this philosophy in state management is 
a significant contributor to the “turf wars” among the states, national public, and federal agencies 
over grizzly, wolf, and cougar conservation (Taylor & Clark, 2005).   
The prevailing state management framework and subsequent state-hood ideology of the 
Old American West originated through a focus on game animals in the early 1900s.  Game 
animals are the species for which a state sells hunting licenses like elk, bighorn sheep, and other 
ungulates.  Although the GYE’s state agencies have since expanded their jurisdiction to include 
other species and areas of focus, the original emphasis on game animals persists in the 
management paradigms of these departments.  Implicit in these approaches is the viewpoint that 
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grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and other predators are major threats to local ungulates, particularly 
elk.  Elk are one of the most popular game species for hunters and a primary source of revenue 
for local outfitters.  As one outfitter told me in his shop in Gardiner, Montana (just outside of 
Yellowstone National Park), large carnivores—especially wolves—are a major threat to the 
income from hunting license sales because out-of-state hunters are less likely to pay the high cost 
of elk tags when the elk populations are down.  Around the same time as the wolf reintroduction, 
the elk population has since reduced dramatically; according to census data, numbers estimate 
that the northern range elk population has gone from >15,000 during the 1990s before the wolf 
reintroduction to approximately 6,100 in 2010 (White & Garrott, 2005; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 
2013).  The cause is a combination of the wolves’ presence as well as a multitude of other 
environmental factors (Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  However, wolves are attributed to be the 
primary cause in a region where “climate change” is a four-letter word.  Regardless of the cause, 
when there is a lower chance for a successful hunt, out-of-state hunters are less willing to spend 
the money that outfitters rely on during the hunting season.  Consequently, many outfitters are 
incited by the continuous increase in wolf populations throughout the region, and they are 
adamant about reducing or “managing” the number of wolves. 
In the 21st century, hunting has sharply decreased in popularity, and this decline began 
around the same time as the modern environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s.  Over 40 
million people in the United States purchased hunting licenses in 1970, but that number has since 
dropped to 12.6 million as of 2015 (National Rifle Association-Institute for Legislative Action, 
2000).  The National Rifle Association (NRA) speculates that this decline is likely to continue 
because almost 50% of hunters are over the age of 47.  Also, the rhetoric outside of many 
Western states surrounding hunting has shifted dramatically in the past century from that of a 
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national pastime to one that frames hunting as a cultural problem that should be removed from 
our daily lives and value-system (Heberlein & Thomson, 1997).  President Roosevelt described 
hunting as “the best of all national pastimes; it cultivates that vigorous manliness for the lack of 
which in a nation, as in an individual, the possession of no other qualities can possibly atone."  
By the turn of the 21st century, President Clinton cast a very different view, stating: "The real 
problem is that we have another culture in our country that I think has gotten confused about its 
objectives . . . (the) huge hunting and sport shooting culture” (National Rifle Association-
Institute for Legislative Action, 2000).  There are a number of factors for this shift that have 
made hunting a less desirable and more difficult sport to pursue.  The NRA cites reasons such as 
increased habitat loss, rising costs of ammunition and equipment, heightened regulations, 
increased availability of other forms of entertainment, changes in societal values, and a negative 
image of hunting cast by mass media. 
This broader shift in the role and image of hunting informs the cultural divisions of 
residents in the GYE, and this division is visible in the contrast between those who support the 
state agencies and those who oppose them.  This contrast is another iteration of the 
conservationist-preservationist, Old West-New West, rural-urban dichotomies described earlier.  
This dualism, regardless of the label attached to it, is indicative of the publicized polarity of 
stakeholders and the “wicked” policy environment of the GYE (Nie, 2003).  In the history of the 
region, the policy process of the GYE has been one that is repetitive and yields short-term or 
tenuous “victories.”  Moreover, the current social conflicts over the presence and management of 
large carnivores in the GYE reveal that the solutions generated from state and federal agencies 
often make the situation worse—for people and wildlife.  They reinforce the polarity amongst 
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stakeholders and incite people’s antagonism for one another and the nonhuman predators 
(Shanahan & McBeth, 2010).   
One of the reasons for the polarized policy environment and why people are seemingly 
forced to align with either a state-hood or federalist ideology is due to the settlement history of 
the GYE.  Although humans have lived in this region for thousands of years, the colonization of 
the region emerged following the Civil War when settlers were eager to make use of the 
minerals, lands, and forests of the GYE.  Some of the first white settlers to the region were 
trappers, fur traders, and explorers such as Jim Bridger and Jedediah Smith in the 1820s.  
However, fur trading was no longer profitable by 1830s, and these early mountain men were 
replaced by settlers who were traveling west along the Oregon-California-Utah trail in the 1840s.  
Another influx of settlers came to the territory in the late 1860s following the arrival of the 
railroad (Roeder, 1992; Taylor & Clark, 2005).  Throughout the white settlement history of the 
region, the hunting of wildlife and extractive use of natural resources have persisted as critical 
modes of survival and economic gain. 
When the frontier was officially declared “closed” in 1890, a rural and agriculture-based 
society and economy had been established in the GYE.  Most Native Americans had been killed 
or marginalized to reservations, thereby increasing the security and land available for use by the 
settlers.  At this time, livestock ranching firmly established itself as the dominant industry in the 
GYE at the turn of the 20th century.  Other industries focused on resource-extraction, such as 
logging and mining, were also integral to the economic structure of the region.  During this time, 
the utilitarian and wise-use philosophy became the central ideology of local residents.  This 
ideology reflected residents’ livestock and big-game hunting interests, and it strongly informed 
the protocols of the state management agencies that came into existence at around the same 
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period.  These departments upheld the prevailing emphasis on the domination and control of 
wildlife.  Early measures of these departments reflected the viewpoint that large carnivores were 
a threat to livestock ranching and the persistence of game species, and they allowed predators to 
be hunted nearly to extinction by the 1940s (Nie, 2003; Taylor & Clark, 2005; Wilson, 1997).  
This historical alignment of local residents with a states’ rights doctrine is still present in the 
conservative interest groups of the GYE.  These interests directly oppose the presence of the 
federal government that started with the establishment of Yellowstone National Park in 1872 and 
then increased because of the national transformations in natural resource management. 
Set aside as a resource to be protected for its intrinsic value, Yellowstone National Park 
has become emblematic of preservationist interests (Figure 2.12).  Explicit in its statute is the 
goal “for preservation from injury or spoliation, of all timber, mineral deposits, natural 
curiosities, or wonders within said park, and their retention in their natural condition” (U.S. 
National Park Service, 2015).  Thus, the creation of Yellowstone laid the groundwork for 
contested meanings about wildlife and natural resource management in the GYE as well as at a 
national scale.  At the Northern Entrance, the iconic Roosevelt Arch boasts Yellowstone’s decree 
as a “pleasuring ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people.”  With the creation of this 
national treasure, the meaning of the park and the role of the federal government in allocating 
and managing natural resources became integral to the ongoing conservation-preservation 
debates.  As witnessed by the ways in which socio-cultural forces have transformed the role and 
practices of conservation in the past 150 years (e.g., fire policy), the management strategy of 
Yellowstone was also shaped as a response to a combination of social and environmental factors.  
The dynamic factors that have historically influenced the management paradigms of Yellowstone 
include: geophysical processes like drought or climate change, public attitudes and valuation of 
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the park’s wildlife and natural resources, and ongoing scientific research on the ecosystem and 
its inhabitants.  
 
Figure 2.12. Map of the Hayden Geological Survey of Yellowstone National Park by Ferdinand Vandeveer 
Hayden (1872). 
 
Given these competing forces, the management of Yellowstone National Park can be 
characterized by five eras: 1) the Wide-Open Era (1872-1883); 2) the Game Preservation Era 
(~1883-1918); 3) the Agricultural Management Era (1918-1968); 4) the Ecological Management 
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Era (1968-1983), and 5) the Native Species Restoration Era (1983-present).  These eras are 
reflective of the dramatic transformations over time in how natural resources and wildlife were 
perceived and managed in the park and the surrounding region (Schullery & Whittlesey, 1999; 
Smith & Ferguson, 2005; Varley & Schullery, 1998; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).   
In the Wide-Open Era, Yellowstone’s resources were managed according to the national 
utilitarian conservation philosophy of the United States.  Consequently, in the decade after the 
Park was established, there were serious problems of exploitation, poaching, and souvenir 
hunters who would destroy geysers and hot springs.  As a response, park administrators called 
upon the U.S. Army and the Sundry Civil Appropriations Act of 1897 to establish a military 
presence in Yellowstone.  By 1900, Congress had appropriated $50,000 for a permanent post that 
later became known as Fort Yellowstone, and the Army’s presence reached its peak around 1910 
with over 300 soldiers stationed throughout Yellowstone.  The early buildings erected in the 
Mammoth Hot Springs area of the park during this decade are used today as housing and 
administrative offices for NPS staff.  By then, the Game Preservation Era had become the 
preeminent philosophy, and it reflected a strategy that favored the protection of game species and 
the destruction of large carnivores (Schullery & Whittlesey, 1999a; 1999b).  This era was later 
replaced by the Agricultural Management Era.  The practices of this new regime were initially 
consistent with broader agricultural values, and rangers employed soldiers to enforce commercial 
standards for natural resource management including: killing predators, feeding ungulates and 
bears, stocking fish, and suppressing fires (Schullery, 2004).  However, it was during this era that 
the park began to deviate from mainstream agricultural thinking through eliminating all of these 
programs by 1968. 
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This departure led to the Ecological Management Era (also known as the Natural 
Regulation Era) that subsequently edified the increasingly bitter disputes with adjacent 
stakeholders and land managers.  The Ecological Management Era reflected a shift in the focus 
of Yellowstone and the National Park Service as a response to the Wilderness Act and the 
growing environmental movement of the 1960s.  Although the intention of managing nature was 
implicit in the development of the park, this era was the first period in history where the goal was 
to heighten wilderness through minimizing human interference and maximizing the regeneration 
of ecological processes.  Three of the flagship issues of this era were the management of the 
northern Yellowstone elk herd, forest fires, and Brucellosis4 in Yellowstone bison (Hansen, 
2009; White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  Public tolerance for the culling of elk herds in the park 
reached its threshold when rangers killed thousands of elk to meet the requirements of previous 
thinking about population size and the winter range condition.  Public outrage over this culling 
and new scientific inquiry catalyzed a change in how NPS managed the northern Yellowstone 
elk herd.  This inquiry hypothesized that the elk population did not need external control because 
it would be regulated by intraspecific competition for food and winter mortality (Barmore, 2003; 
Houston, 1971; 1982).   
Decades and hundreds of scientific studies later, this issue remains controversial, and it is 
a persistent obstacle for wildlife managers due to the predator-prey interactions of grizzlies, 
wolves, and cougars with elk (Despain, 1994; U.S. National Park Service, 2013).  Fire is also a 
stimulating issue that became a major focus in the park’s centennial year (Romme et al., 2011).  
                                                
4	  “Brucellosis	  is	  a	  bacterial	  disease	  that	  affects	  livestock	  and	  wildlife,	  sometimes	  causing	  cattle	  to	  abort	  their	  
first	  calf	  post-­‐‑infection.	  While	  abortions	  have	  been	  documented	  in	  wild	  buffalo,	  such	  incidents	  are	  rare,	  and	  
the	  impact	  of	  the	  disease	  on	  Yellowstone	  buffalo	  and	  elk	  is	  insignificant.	  Brucellosis,	  which	  originated	  in	  
European	  livestock,	  was	  first	  detected	  in	  Yellowstone's	  buffalo	  in	  1917	  after	  some	  buffalo	  were	  fed	  milk	  from	  
infected	  cows.”	  (Buffalo	  Field	  Campaign,	  n.d.)	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Efforts to restore and allow the forest fires to occur without human interference were intended to 
foster the diversity and stability of Yellowstone.  However, in 1988 the park faced the largest 
forest fire in its recorded history.  This conflagration revealed the challenge of mediating natural 
processes like wildfires with the social and economic function of Yellowstone for visitors, 
scientists, and political interests (Barker, 2005; Franke, 2000; Wallace, 2004).  Finally, 
Brucellosis in the Yellowstone bison is a culturally divisive issue similar to the management of 
the northern Yellowstone elk herd because it raises old boundary tensions due to the presence of 
a national park that sits adjacent to private property and public lands where livestock graze.   
The policy decisions and subsequent management practices of this era illustrate how the 
park separated from mainstream agricultural thinking.  Agricultural interests endure as fiercely 
opposed to the federal legislation of the park, and this opposition was incited during the 1995 
reintroduction of wolves to Yellowstone (Creel & Christianson, 2009; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  
Hence, this chasm between park interests and agricultural interests permeates the 
conservationist-preservationist debates over large carnivores’ presence and management in the 
region.  This historic separation is borne out of NPS rangers’ recognition that the North 
American model of wildlife management was insufficient for Yellowstone starting in the 1960s.  
Therefore, the Ecological Management Era is where scientific inquiry became a focal point that 
transformed the administration of Yellowstone’s natural and cultural resources, and this legacy 
remains a central element in the operation and management of the park (Cheville, Mccullough, & 
Paulson, 1998; Cowan et al., 1974; National Research Council, 2002). 
Most recently, the Native Species Restoration Era began in 1983 following the national 
environmental legislation of the 1970s.  The Native Species Restoration Era marked the period in 
which a series of restoration efforts were set in motion to reestablish and protect native species 
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from extinction in Yellowstone.  Starting with the high-profile success of the peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrines) reintroduction in 1983 (Baril, Henry, & Smith, 2010), NPS initiated a number 
of species restoration efforts including: graylings (Thymallus thymallus) in the mid-1990s (Kaya, 
2000), wolves in 1995 (Smith & Ferguson, 2005), bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) in 
2005 (Baril, Henry, & Smith, 2010), and westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi) 
in the Gallatin river drainage in 2008 (Koel et al., 2008).  NPS also undertook land restoration 
efforts on abandoned mine lands in 1990 and abandoned agricultural fields in the Gardiner basin 
in 2008.  These intensive efforts were contrary to the popular hands-off policy of natural 
regulation in the 1980s, and they marked the NPS’ forceful and aggressive efforts to preserve the 
ecological functioning of Yellowstone and the GYE.  The passage of the National Parks 
Omnibus Management Act of 1998 reinforced this approach, and it was the first federal 
legislation that required national parks to use science to guide management decisions. 
The National Parks Omnibus Management Act was the result of long-term ecological 
modeling research that demonstrated the complex and highly dynamic nature of ecosystems 
(Cole & Yung, 2010; Lodge & Hamlin, 2006).  Managers then began to utilize this 
understanding of how ecosystems and their inhabitants change over time in order to shape their 
decisions (White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013).  As ecological science matured, agency officials 
recognized that Yellowstone and its surrounding communities could not be managed as a self-
contained natural community.  This recognition then led the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating 
Committee (GYCC) to draft a new plan for the management of the GYE.  The GYCC was 
formed in 1964 with representatives from NPS, USFS, and FWS, but there was little attention 
paid to the concept of ecosystems until the Native Species Restoration Era.  In 1990, the GYCC 
recognized the need for coordination around cross-boundary issues like habitat loss or 
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urbanization that affect the GYE at the ecosystem-level.  The result was a document entitled 
Vision For the Future that attempted to establish administrative guidelines for management 
across agency and jurisdictional boundaries.  The mission of this coordination being: “to 
conserve the sense of naturalness and maintain ecosystem integrity in the Greater Yellowstone 
Area through respect for ecological and geological processes and features that cross 
administrative boundaries” (Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committee, 1990).  Although the 
Vision For the Future is argued to have limitations due to the conflicting interests and mandates 
of these federal agencies and local governments, this document raised national attention to the 
concept of interagency coordination.  Importantly, it also instilled broader recognition for the 
imperative that natural resources and wildlife must be managed at the level of an ecosystem 
(Pritchard, 1999). 
As evidenced by the rich history and complexity of institutions involved in the 
management of the GYE and its populations of large carnivores, these agencies face the difficult 
task of mediating grizzly, wolf, and cougar conservation with the interests of divergent 
stakeholder communities.  Clark and Rutherford (2014) argue that these goals are often in direct 
conflict with one another.  Further complicating this task are the concerns that the rate of human 
population expansion and the exploitation of natural resources such as oil and gas have 
significantly increased in the region over recent years.  In the past four decades, the human 
population in the U.S. Rocky Mountains has grown at nearly three times the national average 
(Baron, Theobald, & Fagre, 2000; Bergstrom & Harrington, 2011).  In the GYE, the population 
grew over 55 percent between 1980 and 2000, and since then, growth has remained consistently 
high at approximately 17 percent annually (Hansen & Rotella, 2002).  This continuing trend not 
only brings multiple people in competition with one another and nonhuman predators, it also 
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creates profound management obstacles for conserving the GYE’s grizzlies, wolves, and 
cougars. 
Conclusions: Using the Contested Terrain of the GYE’s Past to Understand the Future 
 
All ethics so far evolved rest upon a single premise: that the individual is a member of a 
community of interdependent parts. His instincts prompt him to compete for his place in that 
community, but his ethics prompt him also to co-operate (perhaps in order that there may be a 
place to compete for). The land ethic simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to include 
soils, waters, plants, and animals, or collectively: the land. (Leopold, 1949, p.239) 
 
On the last part of my trip with the TrekWest crew, we hiked into the Centennial 
Mountains of Montana and Idaho along the Odell Creek Trail and the Continental Divide trail.  
As we hiked into the backcountry, we followed a small mountain stream under a thick forest 
canopy that eventually led us into a bowl-like valley with the rugged Centennials towering over 
us on both sides.  We had spent the night before swapping stories at Lillian Lake, and I learned a 
bit more background about the heavily contested U.S. Sheep Experiment Station that we were on 
our way to scope out.  Our target was to reach the grounds of this experimental research station 
that spans nearly 28,000 acres in Idaho and Montana (Figure 2.13).  The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Agricultural Research Service runs the station, and its mission is “to develop 
integrated methods for increasing production efficiency of sheep and to simultaneously improve 
the sustainability of rangeland ecosystems” (n.d.).  The station is located in remote and critical 
habitat for imperiled species like grizzly bears, wolves, bighorn sheep, lynx, and wolverines.  It 
also puts sheep and immigrant workers directly in harm’s way of migrating wolves and grizzlies, 
and the resulting threats have led to the death of multiple grizzlies in the past decade (Gilman, 
2012).  Due to the ecological threats posed by its location as well as the ostensible financial 
insolvency of the station, environmental organizations have been lobbying for its closure.   Its 
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operation—as with other matters related to predator conservation and management—is an 
ongoing subject of litigation (Meyer, 2015). 
 
Figure 2.13. The U.S. Sheep Experiment Station lands (in pink) overlap with grizzly bear ranges in the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  The Station’s summer pastures are also adjacent to critical portions of 
the grizzly recovery zone, which exacerbates the threats to human safety and increases the potential for 
livestock depredation.  Map adapted from Gilman (2012). 
 
Over the course of our hike in the backcountry that day, we found numerous piles of 
fresh bear scat that underscored the ever-present danger of running into and surprising a grizzly.  
As we made our way to the station, I was surprised to see that the only demarcation of the station 
was a wooden sign laden with people’s carvings.  We were miles away from the nearest 
trailhead, and yet we were standing in the middle of a major agricultural research base.  This 
small wooden sign was the only indicator that we had left the Odell Creek Trail and entered the 
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grounds of the station.  This invisible line reiterated my earlier observation that the boundaries 
we use to denote land ownership and land use have no intrinsic or symbolic bearing to a grizzly, 
wolf, or cougar.  However, the material consequences for these animals that cross onto the 
station lands can be fatal.  For all the miles I had hiked and hours we had spent together, our last 
stop together at the Sheep Experiment Station was the most striking example of the 
consequences that arise through our material and conceptual separation from the natural world. 
The history and presence of this station has critical implications for the animals that 
migrate through the region, and these animals are tasked with the seemingly insurmountable 
challenges of successfully crossing highways, avoiding catastrophe by not eating livestock or an 
immigrant worker, and navigating the unforgiving climate in the GYE.  My own journey through 
the region was only a brief glimpse into what the GYE’s large carnivores encounter on a daily 
basis.  Undertaking TrekWest also clarified the complex issues that people must confront in 
order to live and survive in the region.  People, like other predators, face material and social 
obstacles that directly affect their lives and livelihoods, and there is a sharp feeling of futility that 
I witnessed amongst residents with regards to the decision-making processes of the GYE.  The 
socio-environmental history of the GYE has produced a political system that constrains human 
and nonhuman predators’ ability to survive and coexist on the landscape.  Consequently, the 
conflicts over the management of the GYE’s large carnivores are an ongoing problem that will 
only continue to get worse as we face a changing global climate and an economic system that 
devalues and pushes the people and wildlife of the GYE further into the margins.  
We had reached the final destination of the Yellowstone leg of TrekWest, and it was 
where we would wish John and Ed a safe journey for the remaining month of their trek.  Before 
parting ways, I spent the next morning with John, Ed, and the other crewmembers along for that 
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leg of the journey, and we rode our bikes along the dirt road leading out of the Centennials.  As 
we hugged each other goodbye, I asked John what he thought about possible solutions to these 
many conservation challenges of protecting wildlife, natural resources, and our own human 
interests.  He stood for a second, and then responded: 
I think that we should always tell the ecological truth.  We should always let the scientists 
tell us clearly what would be best for wild nature, what would be best for wild life.  Start 
with that information…but you [also] have to start talking. You must listen to the 
concerns and the wants and the needs of the various interest groups…of the landowners, 
the government officials, the conservationists and so forth.  And too often it's going to be 
a power struggle. But you have to do it. (personal communication, August, 2013). 
 
Discussion of the region’s environmental history as a predator’s journey through the 
GYE evokes the primary question that drives this study: What is one to make of the predator 
conflicts that manifest themselves so visibly on the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem’s landscape?  
The GYE is far more than an outlined area on a map.  It is a place, one filled with humans, 
wildlife, and ecological features of economic, political, sociocultural, and biological significance 
(Flores, 2001).  A powerful symbol and the heart of the American West, this region is contested 
terrain where conflicts over land use, conservation, federal power, and private ownership unfold.  
Its multi-faceted social and ecological features permit many ways of knowing and valuing the 
landscape (Tuan, 1974).  While biological scientists see the GYE as a laboratory in which to 
study its unparalleled biodiversity of keystone predators and natural resources, sportsmen and 
outdoor enthusiasts view the region as a playground.  Still, others see the GYE as hallowed 
ground to be revered for its personal and spiritual significance.  Furthermore, nonhuman 
predators utilize and are dependent upon the landscape as well.   
For all these different ways of knowing and appreciating the GYE, all are equally valid.  
Problematically, these different ways of use and valuation repeatedly play out in public arenas as 
deeply divisive conflicts over preservation versus conservation, non-use versus wise-use, federal 
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governance versus state-hood ideology, public and private land ownership, and many others.  
These conflicts imbue the debates over predator management in this area with symbolic 
meanings far beyond the actual physical presence of a wolf, grizzly, or cougar.  Further, the 
historic status of these debates hinder the ever-present challenges of developing management 
schemes that meet the common interests and needs of stakeholders.  Acknowledging the 
extensive history of socio-environmental change in the GYE highlights the way in which the 
political, economic, and cultural character of the predator debates are shaped by the give and 
take relationships between people and their surroundings.  The GYE’s environmental history has 
resulted in a distinct social and political ecology of people’s competing views about how the 
local predators should be managed.  It is the social and decision-making processes of these 
ecologies that must be understood to inform the interrelated factors that construct people’s 
material and symbolic conflicts with grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and one another.  To address the 
social process component, the following chapter therefore examines the significance of everyday 
life in shaping people’s conflicted relationships amongst themselves and other predators through 
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(CHAPTER 3)  
Live, Work, and Play: An Environmentalism of Everyday Life in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem 
 
Although animals have a physical being, once in contact with humans, they are given a cultural 
identity as people try to make sense of them, understand them, or communicate with them.  They 
are brought into civilization and transformed accordingly as their meaning is socially 
constructed.  To say that animals are social constructions means that we have to look beyond 
what is regarded as innate in animals—beyond their physical appearance, observable behavior, 
and cognitive abilities—in order to understand how humans will think about and interact with 
them. “Being” an animal in modern societies may be less a matter of biology than it is an issue 
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Of People and Predators: The Environment in Everyday Life 
 On a foggy morning in the Lamar Valley of Yellowstone National Park, I’m hiking up a 
small but steep hill near Soda Butte Creek with Doug Smith, the Chief Scientist of the 
Yellowstone Wolf Project from the National Park Service, who has been steeped in the wolf 
conflicts since helping to implement the reintroduction back in 1995.  He and his young sons 
were taking me with them to go check on a breeding pair of alpha wolves and their pups.  We set 
off with a spotting scope, some binoculars, and a radio telemetry device that Doug uses to locate 
and observe the collared wolves in the park.  It’s early in August 2014, and as we hike up the still 
green rise, Doug tells me that there are currently 11 packs ranging around Yellowstone, many 
with pups that were born in the late spring.  The pair that we were looking for was denning in a 
cluster of trees that would be visible through the spotting scope once we reached the top.  I was 
hopeful that we would catch a glimpse of the four-month old pups that the pair had back in mid-
April, and I spoke with Doug and his sons at length about the various animals we were seeing on 
the hike.  I was mostly interested in why the particular wolf pack we were looking for had 
chosen to den in this area, and Doug explained to me about the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd 
that ranges throughout the valley (U.S. National Park Service, 2015).  Elk are a major food staple 
for wolves, and their predation on these ungulates is one of the reasons wolves are the most 
contested of the three large carnivores in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  Doug elaborated 
that, “There’s three reasons people are most opposed to wolves.  One is they kill livestock.  
Another is we compete with them for wild prey.  We like to kill elk and deer and so do wolves, 
so they’re competition.  And the third is, we think they’re a threat to us, and that’s far 
overblown.”  Just as he started to talk about the elk herds, we practically stumbled over an old 
elk carcass that was effectively stripped of everything down to the bare bones (Figure 3.1). 




Figure 3.1. Doug finds an elk carcass stripped clean in the Lamar Valley.  The carcass had likely been 
there for nearly four months following a spring wolf-kill. Photo: Jaicks.  
 
Doug looked down and said, “Oh there’s a dead elk, wolves probably killed it.  We [the 
Wolf Project] don’t know about this, this is a kill, and it’s a cow elk. Wow, it’s old.  This is 
probably a springtime kill.  Geeze.  Yea, we don’t know about this. This is what we collect.  The 
mantles, the jaws, or if not the jaw, we collect one of the incisors.  We’ll do that on our way 
back.”  After calling back his two boys who were already up ahead, we stopped to look over the 
elk carcass.  He continued, “That is old. Very old. Her teeth are worn to the gum-line.  That is 
cool.  She’s probably 25 plus years. You don’t get that kind of wear, I mean, it takes a lifetime to 
wear out that much.”  When I asked him how he knew it was a female, he responded, “Because 
there is the skull.  You would see antlers up there.  You would see antlers, and if you didn’t see 
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antlers, you would still have the structures that support antlers, they’re called pedestals.  There 
would be a round platform for their antlers to be on.  This is a find our crews didn’t know about.”  
He speculated that the kill happened in the spring: “She was 25 plus years old.  That’s why she 
was probably killed by wolves.”  His son chimed in, “That’s why she didn’t get away.”  Doug 
added, “[The wolves] definitely select older elk.”  “Older and weaker,” his boys corrected.  
“Their prime targets are the very young and very old because they’re easier to kill (…) Wolves 
kill prime age elk, but very low amounts. Very low,” Doug informed me.   
We made a note of where the carcass was, and we continued up the unmarked trail to 
where we would turn on the tracking equipment.  I had not used radio telemetry in over six years, 
so I had to have Doug give me a refresher on how to track and find collared animals.  
Fortunately, his sons were well versed in how to use the equipment, and they jumped in to help 
me.  I watched as they set up the spotting scope, careful not to damage the expensive devices that 
their dad was entrusting to them.  A few seconds after turning on the radio, Doug picked up a 
strong signal for one of the wolves, “This is the alpha female we’re hearing. She’s at the den.  
That’s where the strongest signal is.  This wolf wears a GPS collar.”  Turning to his older son 
who was holding the antenna to calibrate the signal, Doug started explaining how the telemetry 
works, “You’ll notice, if you hold the antenna still, and the signal gets loud and soft, loud and 
soft, that means the wolf is moving because we have an antenna with us and she’s got an antenna 
in the collar.  And so, if the antenna moves position, it changes how it receives the signal.  So, if 
you’re perfectly still holding the antenna, and the signal goes up and down, that means she’s 
moving.  And I think she is, so I think we should look out there with the spotting scopes and 
binocs.”  I was hopeful that we would get to see her, and we spent the next hour or so trying to 
spot her.  We managed to see a few hawks, bison, and a number of elk.  However, none of the 
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elk looked spooked or skittish, which was a telltale sign that there were no wolves around.  As 
the morning went on, the chances of seeing the female or her pups seemed less likely because of 
the rising temperature and wolves’ tendency to move around more at the beginning and the end 
of the day when prey is most active.  “My guess is that we’re not seeing her because of the time 
of day.  They hunt early or at night, so she’s probably come back to the den.  We might still see 
her though,” Doug said optimistically. 
 While we waited to see the alpha female, I spoke with Doug further about the ways in 
which they study and monitor wolves and other animals in the park.  A lot of what is being 
explored right now pertains to the conflicts over the impact of wolves on the ungulates, 
vegetation, and overall stability of the GYE.  This impact, discussed in terms of trophic cascades, 
is a prominent subject of debate in the scientific arenas at present, and Doug is attempting to use 
the collared wolves and his other research on predator-prey interactions to demonstrate that 
wolves do in fact play a critical role in structuring the balance of an ecosystem.  What struck me 
most about our discussion on the hill was how much Doug’s boys were interested in what he was 
saying (Figure 3.2).  Looking around the Valley through the spotting scope, the female’s signal 
was becoming fainter, but the four of us were engaged in a conversation about the challenges of 
collaring, tracking, and studying wildlife in Yellowstone.  I asked him about the difficult and 
physically exhausting task of collaring wolves in the winter, and his boys would jump in with 
other questions I hadn’t even thought to ask: “How many dens are there right now in the Park 
Dad?” Doug responded, “I have to think, not every one of the 11 packs denned.  So, this pack 
denned, 8-mile denned, Junction Butte denned, Mollie’s denned, Lamar denned, Delta denned, 
Cougar denned, Bechler denned, but Black Tail is no more.” “Do you like wolves Dad?” “Of 
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course I do, I’ve studied them all my life. If I didn’t like it, I wouldn’t have stayed with it.” 
“You’ve done it for 30 years Dad?” “35 actually.”  
 
Figure 3.2. Doug and his sons set up the spotting scope and try to find a good signal for the alpha female 
using radio telemetry. Photo: Jaicks. 
 
Our location that morning, the Lamar Valley, is where Doug helped bring about one of 
the most famous, and infamous, conservation efforts of the United States’ history.  The 1995 
wolf reintroduction stands as one of the most divisive and contested initiatives under the 
Endangered Species Act that has since catalyzed a cascade of legal battles across the GYE and 
all of North America (Robbins, 2006; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  In January 1995, nearly 20 
years prior to the day of our hike, 14 wolves were captured in the Rocky Mountains of western 
Alberta and then transported to Yellowstone National Park, along with 15 wolves that were 
captured and sent to central Idaho.  Here in the Lamar Valley, the Yellowstone wolves were 
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placed in one of three “acclimation enclosures,” which were large pens each the size of one 
square acre.  Here in the northeast corner of Yellowstone National Park, the three enclosures 
became known as: the Rose Creek, Crystal Creek Bench, and Soda Butte enclosures (Figure 3.3).  
Doug informed me that the location of the Soda Butte enclosure was in the same tree cluster 
where the alpha female and male we had been tracking that day were currently denning with 
their pups.  After three months in their respective acclimation pens (a process that allowed for 
disease screenings, vaccinations, radio-collaring, and habituating the animals with the local diet 
and surroundings), the three packs—later named for the location of their enclosures—were 
released.  A fourth pack formed later that winter, the Leopold Pack, when two individuals from 
the other packs paired, and they were the first “naturally” formed wolf pack in the GYE since the 
1920s (Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  The release of Yellowstone’s wolves was termed a “soft 
release,” and it contrasted with the “hard-release” method used to reintroduce the wolves in 
Idaho.  The Idaho wolves were taken to their release site, had the doors to their portable kennels 
opened, and they were on their own in the unfamiliar and deep wilderness of central Idaho.  It 
was this immediate release in Idaho, the national press coverage for the wolves’ release in 
Yellowstone, and the additional reintroduction of wolves to the region in 1996 (for a total of 66 
reintroduced wolves between 1995-1996) that have contributed to the innumerable reasons why 
wolves and their presence (above grizzlies, cougars, and other carnivores) are the most divisive 
subjects among people whose lives, livelihoods, and traditions are intimately connected to this 
place, the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 




Figure 3.3. 1995-1996 Capture Map: In mid-January 1995, 14 wolves from many separate packs were 
captured in Canada and then transported into Yellowstone Park and placed into one-acre acclimation 
pens.  Photo adapted from K. Sanders (2004). 
 
Despite the complex environmental history of wolves in the Lamar Valley and the rest of 
the GYE, our conversation on the hill that day was not about the legal battles or the title “Wolf 
Man” that Doug has accrued through being the face of Yellowstone’s wolves and wolf research.  
It was about his philosophy that, “the future of wolves is all in people,” and he has indisputably 
passed that notion onto his sons.  Doug’s work with wolves in the GYE is an important part of 
his identity, and he has had a connection to the natural world since he was his sons’ age: 
I felt very early on my father had a connection with nature, and I essentially inherited that 
connection.  And that’s a very simple way of viewing it as almost elemental.  In my 
youth, I just enjoyed being outside and in a very kind of simple and basic way and one 
thing led to another is the best way to say it.  And so those are great times in my 
childhood and then I just kind of got this thirst for wildness and in a lot of ways wolves 
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symbolize that.  And now because I’ve studied them to death and it’s turned into my 
business, studying and managing wolves, there is a little bit of that hunger romance taken 
out of it, but not entirely.  Still, for a lifelong passion at a job for 35 years, I still find 
them to be incredibly alluring and interesting and mysterious.  And more interesting than 
people, you know?  Their stories and their perspectives are better than people’s. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 
That alluring call was visible in his boys, who gladly picked up the elk carcass and asked more 
questions about the landscape on our quick hike back down the hill.  That morning hike 
exemplified how the Lamar Valley is more than a site for research within Yellowstone National 
Park; it is a special place where people and wildlife participate in the everyday acts of live, work, 
and play.  For Doug Smith, it’s a place where he can sustain his lifelong passion for the stories 
that wolves can tell.  It’s also a place where he can instill in his boys the same passion that his 
childhood instilled in him (Figure 3.4). 
 
Figure 3.4. Walking down the hill at a much quicker pace than our hike up, we returned back the Center 
for Cultural and Natural Resources in the Mammoth Hot Springs Area of Yellowstone. Photo: Jaicks. 
      
 
 101 
The Significance of Everyday Life in Cultivating Human-Wildlife Relations 
All of these social changes have been paralleled by changes in the scientific disciplines whose 
subject is the natural world.  Sciences such as natural history, biology, and ecology have opened 
out into new interdisciplinary fields, among them environmental studies, urban and landscape 
design, neurophysiology, and environmental psychology.  These changes indicate the possibility 
of a new understanding of landscape as cultural activity.  Debates about our relations with 
animals…these are attempts to discover how the land means what it does. (Wilson, 1991, p. 55) 
 
These everyday acts of people like Doug and his family, such as hiking and working in 
the Lamar Valley, are part of what transforms the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem from a 
geographic location on a map to a “place.”  Place is used here according to Cresswell’s (2004) 
definition as a physical location that has been given special meaning.  As witnessed in my hike 
that morning, the place, or environment that supports the practices of daily life in the GYE, has a 
spatial and temporal depth upon which people rely to construct an identity for themselves 
through physical and social experiences.  These practices of everyday life bring together people’s 
embodied experiences of the physical environment, such as our hike in the Valley, with 
meaningful social experiences, such as Doug’s sharing his work and values with his sons.  
Through these everyday acts of place-making, the bringing together of one’s physical and social 
experiences, the people and wildlife of this ecosystem have become as varied and diverse as the 
landscape itself.  People’s daily interactions with and within the GYE are how and where they 
come to encounter and recognize the infinite ways that their environment is alive and dynamic.  
It is also through these everyday acts that people give meaning to their environment, one another, 
and other species.  These everyday practices are therefore significant in shaping people’s 
constructs and relationships with themselves, other people, and the region’s nonhuman 
carnivores.  
Researchers in the Environmental Justice Movement (EJM) have developed a relational 
understanding of humans and nature known as an “environmentalism of everyday life” (Pena, 
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2005, p.153).  These EJM activists locate people’s relationships to “nature” through attention to 
the geographies of everyday life: the places in which we live, work, and play (DiChiro, 2008).  
This “environmentalism of everyday life” is a means for examining people’s material or sensory 
experiences of a physical setting as well as the social connections (e.g., families, friends, work, 
and communities) that are a part of people’s understanding of who they are, individually and 
collectively.  I extend this line of inquiry on human-nature relations to examine human-
nonhuman predator relationships through an environmentalism of everyday life in the GYE.  
Specifically, I examine the ways in which people regularly encounter large carnivores 
throughout their daily place-making practices associated with living, working, and recreating in 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.   
I argue that it is through the everydayness of these acts that people come to observe and 
experience the 1) physical and symbolic presence of grizzlies, wolves, and cougars and 2) imbue 
these animals with social meaning, often drawing connections between the two.  Moreover, these 
everyday practices are the means by which people insert themselves into their environment 
because it is through everyday life that people connect with their material and social worlds.  
Combining the work of geographers, sociologists, and psychologists, this chapter emphasizes the 
material qualities, or people’s embodied experiences with other carnivores in the GYE (Elder, 
Wolch, & Emel, 1998a; 1998b; Johnston, 2008; Jones, 2000; Lynn, 1998; Relph, 1976; Tuan, 
1974; 1977; Whatmore, 2002).  It simultaneously integrates how the social worlds of the GYE 
shape these individuals’ daily interactions with the environment, people, and large carnivores of 
the region (Altman & Low, 2012; Gosling & Williams, 2010; Hummon, 1992; Korpela, 1989; 
Low & Altman, 1992; Manzo, 2003; Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983; Schultz, 2000; 
VanHooreweghe, 2012).  Chapter two highlighted the material and social contexts of the GYE as 
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a way to reveal the subtle ways that people and wildlife are dependent upon and embedded in 
their environment.  This chapter builds upon the previous discussion to examine the significance 
of people’s daily acts of living, working, and playing in this environment in cultivating their 
understandings of and relationships with one another and the different species of large 
carnivores.  This discussion is used to reveal the manifold people, values, and perspectives 
surrounding the predator conflicts of the GYE that are not often visible in public renderings and 
that policy-makers struggle to integrate in their decision-making processes. 
Living in the GYE 
The GYE is also home to several rural communities located in the tristate region of Montana, 
Idaho, and Wyoming.  Geographically remote, these communities exist on the fringes of 
urbanized American society: [T]he unique quality of the communities surrounding Yellowstone 
is their marginality. (Jobes, 1993, p. 155)   
 
Given the proximity of people to the habitats and ranges of grizzlies, wolves, and 
cougars, the physical and symbolic presence of these animals has become a part of daily life for 
nearby residents.  Thus, I sought to become more immersed in the everyday acts that people 
participate in, starting with what it is to live with wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  A repeated 
theme from my early interviews with local residents throughout the GYE was that city slickers 
(such as myself) have no appreciation for the traditions and challenges of living in the region.  
Due to the high stakes conflicts around the role of hunting in the conservation and management 
of wolves, grizzlies, and cougars, I agreed to participate in a popular tradition that is a way of 
life, a familial and fraternal bonding experience, and a self-sustaining necessity for many of the 
people who live in the GYE.  That is, I went along a hunt because I wanted to speak from a place 
of lived-experience (albeit limited) rather than abstraction, on a subject that is repeatedly 
sanctified and vilified in relation to conservation and broader socio-political debates around the 
country. 
      
 
 104 
 I arrived at my friend’s family home late one October evening in 2014 on the night before 
I was to go out on my first hunt, and I was completely unprepared for the next day.  I didn’t have 
any camouflage, hiking snacks, or concept of what I should expect for our upcoming hunt.  All I 
knew was that I should listen to what my two guides, Frank and J.R., had to say about safety and 
preparedness.  The last thing that I wanted was to get left behind in the middle of our bow hunt 
or accidentally disturb one of them in the middle of trying to get a shot off.  Frank and J.R. are a 
father and son who work in the Department of Motor Vehicles and the state prison, respectively, 
and they spend almost every weekend during the archery season (~September and October) out 
in the woods looking for elk and other ungulates.  When I arrived, they gave me some gear to 
borrow and told me to not wear any deodorant, jewelry, or clothing that would catch the light 
and give me away to an elk.  After my short orientation, we all said goodnight and went to get 
some rest before our 5am wake-up the next day.  As a side business, they have a taxidermy and 
skull cleaning company that uses Dermestid beetles (small, black beetles that cannot fly) in large 
sealed Rubbermaid tubs to eat the flesh off of carcasses and clean the skulls for professional 
mounting (Hefti, Trechsel, Rüfenacht, & Fleisch, 1980; Russell, 1947).  I slept in the upstairs 
apartment of the garage where this business takes place, and my sleeping quarters included a 
number of elk skulls, two bison heads, multiple elk heads, and a bear rug.  Although the 
taxidermy and skull cleaning were part of J.R. and Frank’s business, the actual act of hunting, as 
I would find out the next day, had little to do with their livelihoods.  Rather, it was part of a 
tradition, one that connected J.R. with his father Frank, and the two men with their environment. 
Up before sunrise, we grabbed all of our camouflage, archery equipment, and food for the 
day, and we set off to the National Forest area about an hour away where J.R. and Frank have 
been hunting together for more than twenty years.  It was an uncharacteristically hot day, already 
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reaching 50 degrees in the still dark trip to the hunting site.  According to J.R., they hadn’t had 
much luck with elk this season because their numbers were down and it’s been too hot during the 
day for them to be moving around.  I had read two articles earlier that week about the reasons for 
the declining ungulate populations in the region over the past two decades, and this recent 
research confirmed that wolf predation, while significant, was only one of many contributing 
factors.  While wolves contribute to lower elk populations, the other significant factors reducing 
hunters’ success with elk are related to the larger, global issues of climate change and human 
population expansion (Peterson, Vucetich, Bump, & Smith, 2014; Ripple et al., 2014).  
Unfortunately, the consistent reduction in elk numbers has correlated directly with the twenty 
years since wolves have returned to the GYE (Smith & Ferguson, 2005; White, Garrott, & 
Plumb, 2013), which contributes to the vitriol of hunters towards wolves in particular.   
Listening to them talk about the bad luck they’ve been having with elk and thinking to 
myself about the recent articles I read, I was not surprised to hear them throw out the subject of 
wolves.  Accustomed by then to people’s attempts to gauge my reaction about wolves, I just 
listened to them talk about picking up their ‘pup tags’5 for the year without saying anything.  By 
that point in time, I had already come to understand the connection that people had made with 
wolves and the declining populations of elk.  However, I kept the recent findings about the effect 
of global climate change as an additional corollary to the decline in elk to myself, as I was more 
                                                
5	  Pup	  tags	  were	  referring	  to	  the	  wolf	  tags	  that	  hunters	  have	  to	  buy	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	  to	  hunt	  a	  wolf	  for	  a	  
given	  season.	  	  The	  tags	  are	  the	  hunting	  licenses	  that	  sportsmen	  are	  required	  to	  purchase	  (or	  obtain	  by	  
lottery)	  for	  a	  given	  species	  for	  a	  given	  year.	  	  Hunting	  licenses	  are	  a	  regulatory	  mechanism	  issued	  by	  the	  state	  
game	  and	  fish	  agencies	  and	  are	  distributed	  according	  to	  a	  species’	  ‘harvest	  quotas’	  (number	  of	  individuals	  in	  a	  
species	  allotted	  to	  be	  killed	  in	  a	  given	  region	  per	  year).	  	  These	  quotas	  are	  allocated	  according	  to	  species	  and	  
are	  reviewed	  by	  each	  agency’s	  biologists	  for	  a	  year’s	  hunting	  season.	  	  For	  instance,	  J.R.	  and	  Frank	  had	  
purchased	  licenses	  prior	  to	  the	  start	  of	  the	  2014	  archery	  season,	  and	  their	  licenses	  permitted	  each	  of	  them	  to	  
take	  a	  single	  elk	  through	  bow	  hunting.	  	  Hunting	  tags	  (and	  their	  regulations)	  will	  vary	  according	  to	  a	  number	  
of	  factors	  (e.g.,	  state,	  species,	  annual	  harvest	  quotas	  by	  region,	  federal	  mandates,	  trophy	  vs.	  game	  status,	  
archery	  vs.	  rifle).	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interested in the tradition of hunting and its significance for residents of the GYE (Figure 3.5).  
Participating in and experiencing the significance of this tradition was a way for me to start to 
understand why J.R., Frank, and many others who live in the region are deeply opposed to 
wolves as well as grizzlies and cougars.  By not jumping to disagree with J.R. and Frank, they 
began to accept that I was, to their relief, different than some of the other folks they’ve dealt with 
who immediately launch into criticisms about their way of valuing the landscape, its wildlife, 
and the practices of daily life that they enact in the GYE. 
 
Figure 3.5. Hunting equipment and extra layers of camouflage for the elk hunt. Photo: Jaicks. 
  
 The actual process of hunting is very similar to that of a carnivore’s daily search for food, 
which reaffirms the position of human stakeholders as fellow predators competing for resources 
in this place.  Our similarities to the ways in which wolves hunt were most evident.  For instance, 
J.R., Frank, and I had to coordinate our communication, tracking, and observational efforts in 
order to find elk—operating as a small pack of three.  This close coordination is part of what 
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makes hunting a significant tradition in the GYE because it requires and supports intimate bonds 
amongst the people who travel and hunt together.  Although we covered a lot of ground that day, 
we managed to see very few elk.  Over the course of the next 13 hours, we zigzagged our way 
through the back country, froze at the sight of elk to remain undetected before lining up a shot, 
and spent a lot more time searching for elk than actually having the opportunity to shoot them 
(Figure 3.6). Wolves and other carnivores face a similarly low success rate, which makes the 
actual act of killing only a small subset of many other actions when hunting.   
 
Figure 3.6. Much of the day was spent walking through backcountry in silence while we listened with all 
five senses and tried to remain quiet for any nearby elk that could potentially detect us. Photo: Jaicks. 




For these individuals (and others), hunting supports opportunities for people to come 
together to create and renew bonds and rituals with one another.  Over the course of our day, I 
heard stories about the past twenty years of J.R. and Frank’s (mis)adventures with hunting on 
these same grounds.  Most striking to me was that the stories centered around their time together 
or with other friends, not the vilifying blood and gore that accompanies certain extreme 
environmentalist accounts of hunters.  Feeling like I had messed up their chances to ‘bag a buck’ 
by stumbling along behind them or accidentally making too much noise all day, I asked J.R. and 
Frank if they were disappointed that we did not get anything.  J.R. quickly replied, “Are you 
kidding me? We got to line up a shot for the first time in weeks! It was great!”  Having not seen 
a single elk almost all season, the opportunity to line up and practice a shot was enough to make 
the day for J.R.  This reaction was a theme echoed in my later discussions with other hunters at 
the Annual Hunting Film Festival put on by Schnee’s in Bozeman, Montana the following week: 
taking a life is not the sole focus of every hunter.  For many, it is about the act, the process and 
challenge of hunting, and the ways in which this tradition is an integral part of what it is to live 
in this region.  Although this hunting trip was just one account and the people of the GYE are as 
varied as the landscape, it served to illustrate that hunters cannot be simplified as people whose 
only interest is killing things.  There is no one type of hunter; much like there is no one 
archetypal environmentalist, wolf, grizzly, or cougar.  It is when these generalities about identity 
are made that a polarized discourse pervades people’s discussions about carnivore management 
and precludes collective advocacy for decision-making processes that attend to the nuances and 
complexities of coexistence in this place, within and across species. 
Much of the meaning ascribed to living in the GYE is contingent upon the ability to 
connect with and draw from the resources that this place provides.  My first hunting trip clarified 
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some of the reasons why carnivores, particularly wolves, are negatively perceived by many 
hunters and other local residents.  Not only do wolves hunt in a way that is strikingly similar to 
humans (fellow pack animals with a preference for big game), they have also come to embody 
some of the major threats (perceived and material) that people living in the GYE with rural 
interests such as ranching and farming are most concerned about: urban migration to rural 
landscapes, federalism (‘big government’), and the loss of elk.  Thus, the reintroduction of 
wolves (Ripple et al., 2014; Smith & Ferguson, 2005), the increased ranges of grizzly bears at 
lower altitudes due to changing climate patterns (Craighead, Sumner, & Mitchell, 1995; Gilman, 
2012), and the continued presence of cougars (Hornocker & Negri, 2009) present a direct 
physical threat to material properties of this place (e.g., people’s land, food sources).  
Additionally, these animals have become symbolically laden to represent the social threats to this 
place that are exerted by the non-residents (e.g., people from other cities who seek protective 
legislation within the GYE about carnivores), governmental agencies, and anti-hunting advocates 
who devalue or threaten the traditions and lives of many residents.  The combination of these 
social pressures and the materiality of wolves, grizzlies, and cougars enforce schisms amongst 
residents, nonresidents, and nonhuman predators alike.  At the same time, wolves, grizzlies, and 
cougars evoke themes of masculinity, identity, and place attachment in residents that are enacted 
through daily acts of living in the GYE such as hunting. 
Territorial Tensions 
 Many long-time residents have assumed and internalized an identity that Western lives 
persist as a contrast to the rest of the world (Korpela, 1989; Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 
1983).  Consequently, the increased presence of carnivores is perceived of as another travail to 
fight against because these individuals are already struggling to persist in a landscape and society 
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that increasingly marginalizes and devalues their local traditions and practices.  This sentiment is 
most evident in public debates, whether in meetings, the media, or public discourse, from the 
perspectives of hunters, outfitting businesses and ranching communities who claim deep and 
longstanding ties to the land.  However, the settlement history of the region makes the actual 
concept of land possession a social construct, as Native American communities have lived and 
dwelled on the landscape for tens of thousands of years prior to the colonizing practices 
associated with Manifest Destiny and well beyond it (Figure 3.7).  This violent history is rarely 
acknowledged in residents’ conversations about connections to the land (Arluke & Sanders, 
1996; Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Flores, 2001; Tuhiwai-Smith, 2012; Whatmore, 2002).  Rather, the 
discussions of these residents, such as people with agricultural interests who have lived in the 
GYE for multiple generations, center on their personal relationships to the environment as a 
means for affirming their roles in the community.  As one resident from Helena, Montana 
informed me, “[We are] tight-knit cultural groups; [we] all know each other.  [We] all go to bull 
sales in Billings (…) have for many generations.  The cattlemen actually had a motto at one time.  
It was the last bastion of the American family.  It’s deeply cultural of family, loyalty, bond.  
Handshake is as good as a written contract here” (personal communication, July 2014).   




Figure 3.7.  John Gast’s famous 1872 painting depicting American Progress via “Manifest Destiny.” Here, 
Columbia can be seen pushing Native Americans and Bison to the fringes and claiming ownership of the 
landscape. Photo adapted from J. Ruminski (2014). 
 
 These close-knit bonds among locals and perceptions of themselves as a contrast to the 
rest of the world are affirming of one’s place in the community and individual identity; yet they 
simultaneously construct a barrier to understanding and finding common ground with other 
interests—such as more recent immigrants to the GYE whose livelihoods are not centered 
around land use or resource extraction (e.g., hunting, mining, ranching).  This barrier is a 
persistent challenge in the efforts to conserve and manage predators, as the identities and 
attachments of many locals are a means by which certain liberal or hostile oppositions can 
degrade these residents’ identities as ‘redneck,’ ‘violent,’ and/or ‘relics.’  The media, scientific 
research, and other public forums frequently publicize this degrading alongside many local 
interests’ resentment and vocal expressions of distrust, which problematically reduces the 
carnivore conflicts to a polarized dichotomy. 
As a contrast to the public renderings, my experiences with the different residents and 
human stakeholders of the GYE such as J.R. and Frank suggested that locals and newcomers 
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generally have more nuanced views of the situation and not such categorical differences over 
large carnivore management as is often depicted or witnessed in policy arenas.  Stakeholders 
consistently shared an ecological concern for the longevity and persistence of their place in the 
GYE (Smith & Krannich, 2000), and their differences emerge based on how they feel the 
environment (and its inhabitants) should be ‘used.’  The carnivore management debates are 
therefore indicative of the divisions expounded by McCarthy (1998; 2002) regarding people’s 
disputes about the use of a place’s land, wildlife, and natural resources.  As Robbins (2006) 
argues, the Western struggles over carnivore management and conservation are “not always 
exclusively about two sides of a divide, but rather the articulation of a persistent colonial 
conception of [land] rights and access, embodied in contemporary struggles.”  This colonialist 
separation of nature from society, and humans from nonhuman animals, is detrimental to human 
and nonhuman stakeholders alike; it prevents attention to the underlying factors, namely the 
political processes that would allow divergent stakeholders to collectively identify common 
interests regarding their desire to secure the landscape and wildlife of this place into the future. 
On another one of our hikes I asked Doug Smith about the pervasiveness and the effects 
of this publicized dichotomy regarding people’s continued debates over the use and consumption 
of land, natural resources, and large carnivore management.  Having witnessed the challenges 
and costs of this dichotomy firsthand through years of interacting with antagonizing and hostile 
interests from across the entire spectrum of stakeholders, he spoke of the consequences that have 
emerged for his own work and research with wolves since the reintroduction: 
There’s this real divide between urban and rural and between environmentalists and non-
environmentalists. And 30 years ago, environmentalism wasn’t a dirty word.  Now it’s a 
dirty word.  And wolves have made it worse…Landowners are like, there’s this wolf 
thing, you’ve gone too far, I don’t like you anymore.  I’m not even going to let biologists 
on my property to study bald eagles anymore because of what you represent, the culture 
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you bring.  And so it’s really gotten into a divide.  And [the reintroduction] is a point for 
their disdain. (personal communication, October, 2014) 
 
Ignited by the reintroduction, the management of large carnivores reinforces a tacit (and vocal) 
hostility amongst stakeholders across occupational, environmental, and social dimensions.   
As a wolf biologist, Doug is constrained by the conflicts in his ability to carry out 
research that many people feel is either too supportive of wolves or insufficient to protect them.  
His position is not uncommon; anyone attempting to navigate the science and politics of large 
carnivore management faces a similar dilemma (Nie, 2003).  He did debunk some of the 
misconceptions about the polarized discourse in order to explain why locals such as hunters and 
ranchers are resistant to ‘outsiders,’ or people like myself from a large city: 
I think people still crave things that are real, our world now is very contrived. Our world 
now is very complicated for all the wrong reasons.  The things we focus on are no 
longer… they’re just kind of fluff.  They’re just kind of something to do until you 
die…And that’s a big criticism Westerners have of the urban types, that they live 
contrived lives.  They [Westerners] feel they have a kind of hard work ethic. Take the 
good times with the bad, it’s a rotten year, it’s bad weather, the profit margins are low, 
but I’m tough, I’m gonna stick it out. They feel the rest of the world is about making 
money and consumerism. (personal communication, October, 2014) 
 
Given this perception, I asked Doug about the ways in which rural agricultural interests interact 
with and encounter urban or environmental interests who attempt to gain access to the GYE or 
make decisions about the land, natural resources, and its wildlife.  He described a typical 
scenario between visiting hunters who pay local outfitting guides for an expensive elk hunt: 
[For] a city slicker who comes and does a week long elk hunt and pays $6,000 to do 
it…There is a lot of side of the mouth, tongue in cheek stuff.  It’s a clash of two cultures 
and one thinks their culture is based on reality.  The others, they think the other culture is 
based on a house of cards, you know, the financial markets.  People making ridiculous 
amounts of money doing who knows what.  And they’re like, I’m working hard, but from 
the other perspective, the financial markets person would say, I know how the world 
works, and I’m making decisions in which there’s a lot in play and there’s a lot in the 
balance.  This guy out there just toting around a gun on a horse is just living a fairytale 
mountain man dream. (personal communication, October, 2014)  
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These divergent perspectives exemplify many of the demanding challenges facing conservation 
professionals who seek to ensure a future for the GYE and its predators: 
All of these perspectives are valid, I think.  However, where is it taking us is my 
question…You’ve got to pull them out of where they’re at and make them look at life 
less selfishly.  You’ve got to seek something in them that is going to make them stop 
thinking about their own situation, both the businessperson going on a hunting trip and 
the hunting person.  You just want to make them think about it not all about themselves.  
And that’s really hard to do. (personal communication, October, 2014) 
 
Doug’s call for attention to the validity of different stakeholder interests reiterates that the 
carnivore conflicts necessitate programs that go beyond a dichotomized discourse to identify 
people’s collective interests for future human-carnivore coexistence efforts in the GYE. 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Government? 
 
The local rural population’s distrust and dislike of urban or liberal interests regarding 
natural resource use and wildlife management in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem is similar 
to their disdain for the federal government or any imposition of governmental jurisdiction on 
their ways of living in the region.  Doug clarified the reasons for this distrust through his own 
experiences with communicating to the public about the wolf reintroduction: 
I learned this very quickly in my position, in fact it was one of my quickest lessons: The 
Western citizens distrust the government.  Hugely. They not only distrust it, they hate it.  
You go in a room full of sheep ranchers, cattle ranchers, hunters, they’re expecting 
pardon my language, bullshit, ‘you’re doing wolves, you’re with the government.’  They 
are expecting, what they would say to me, ‘lies.’  Out and out lies.  And quickly, I 
adopted the strategy of being very blunt, very direct, and telling them everything I knew. 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
He added that the myriad federal, state, and local agencies involved in the management of large 
carnivores and the extensive involvement of the federal government in the process of 
reintroducing wolves to the region contribute to the vitriol that makes wolves the ‘lightning rods’ 
of the GYE (Figure 3.8).  Thus, the wolf vitriol is a consequence of political intrusion and 
ineffectiveness.  According to Doug: 
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It’s what the locals hate; it’s a ton of bureaucracy.  So what most Westerners want, is 
they want less government because the government is multi-layered, inefficient, and 
doesn’t speak with one voice.  When you’re inside the government like I am, you run into 
that same problem.  And it really is, government really is risk-averse.  And they don’t 
like being out in front with anything. And that’s the reverse model from the private 
sector.  The private sector is rewarded for taking risks; they like to be out by themselves, 
they like to be trendsetters.  All of those things are what the federal government doesn’t 
like. That is definitely the hard part about it. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
When pressed to find out how people like Doug and others attempt to overcome this entrenched 
distrust of the federal government, he responded:  
That kind of culture is very accustomed to [a] talk is cheap kind of attitude…(…)…The 
thing that they hate are urban city people telling them what wolves in Montana are going 
to be like, what wolves in Wyoming are going to be like.  And so, I say to them, oh yea, 
you’re going to have to shoot a wolf a time or two.  There’s just no way you’re going to 
get around it.  You’re going to have to kill some wolves.  And I’m going to know how 
they do it.  I have guns. I can talk guns and hunting with them, and I grew up riding 
horses with them.  So I grew up riding, shooting, and hunting.  I might even start talking 
about the caliber gun.  And immediately they’re like, ‘not so much of an outsider as I 
thought (personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
 
Figure 3.8. Anti-wolf sentiments are strongest out of the three large carnivores of the GYE.  Around the 
time of the reintroduction, there were pro- and anti-wolf protestors.  Here protestors carry signs at a wolf 
open house in Helena, the state capital of Montana, prior to the decision to reintroduce wolves. Much of 
the rhetoric of the anti-wolf movement is scientifically unsound, but pro-wolf activists also promote 
misconceptions.  Photo adapted from the National Park Service (2015). 




Another scientist from an environmental non-profit in Jackson Hole, Wyoming who is 
actively involved with the state and federal meetings about carnivore management also raised the 
idea that wolves are the GYE’s lightning rods of controversy.  He explained that “Wolves are 
like a middle finger to the locals because think about it, it’s a federally introduced species” 
(personal communication, July, 2013).  He added that these individuals who view wolves as a 
personal attack by the federal government are often unwilling to listen to arguments about 
scientific facts or data pertaining to wolves’ role in the health of the region’s ecosystem.  Many 
interview participants also expressed that people’s constructs about wolves and other carnivores 
have only become more entrenched as a result of governmental and nonprofit environmental 
groups’ attempts to impose protective legislation through scientific findings about trophic 
cascades, climate change, and broader sociopolitical issues.  Supporting Heberlein’s (2012) 
assertion that values and perspectives remain unchanged in the face of facts, this understanding 
about how behaviors and attitudes do (and do not) change is something that most scientists are 
unwilling to integrate in their efforts to promote the conservation of large carnivores and 
disseminate information about these animals’ needs and roles in the GYE.  Some individuals, 
however, are beginning to grasp that local residents are largely uninterested in scientific 
information when it comes to resolving debates about carnivore management.  The same scientist 
from Jackson Hole told me how he had to learn the hard way from his early experiences of trying 
to ‘talk science’ with a local hunting outfitter before reforming his approach of engaging with the 
communities around the GYE: “You know I had this one outfitter yell at me in the parking lot 
after a meeting and say, ‘You’re getting all sciency on me again’…Or what did he later tell 
me…‘I’ll give you fifty bucks for you to take that study to shove it up your ass!’” (personal 
communication, July 2013). 
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Adding to people’s hatred of science and governmental imposition regarding the 
management of carnivores is their attachment to the elk populations that are increasingly 
regulated by state and federal mandates.  According to one rancher in Montana, hunters have 
become the most vocal critics and actively dissenting members in the anti-carnivore/anti-wolf 
community:  
A lot of people love to hunt elk around these parts, and they hate wolves for eating elk, 
even though a lot of science suggests that a lot of factors other than predation have 
contributed to lower elk populations in some places.  Although interestingly, there are 
more, there are lots more elk today in Montana than there were when wolves were 
reintroduced in 1995…I think it’s because the agency has allowed less hunting of elk, 
and that was the major, that’s really what impacts elk populations.  For awhile there they 
were just turning people loose to shoot…Now there’s a lot more limits. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 
As a member of a ranching community, she was surprised by the unexpected social shift that she 
has observed in recent years regarding the role of hunters as the most hostile stakeholders in the 
large carnivore management debates.  However, she then deconstructed the identity of ‘hunters’ 
to illustrate that even within the hunting community, there is dissent over the presence of wolves 
and other carnivores as they relate to elk: 
It’s one of the ironies where we are now, because a portion of the hunting community has 
really been more violently anti-wolf than ranchers are.  And the hunting community is 
split.  Hunters who really have sort of an ethical ecological background understand that 
predators are part of what make elk act like elk, and they understand that it’s part of the 
whole functioning system.  But there’s a bunch of hunters that don’t think that way, and 
they just want to be angry at the government and stuff like that. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 
This fracture within the hunting community reflects that, while some hunters remain angry at 
governmental imposition, others understand that wolves actually contribute to the ‘wildness’ of 
elk.  These individuals recognize that the predator-prey relationship between wolves and elk 
causes the behavior of elk to change, thereby causing healthier elk herds, vegetation, and 
rivers—all important physical features that they value as part of their place (Figure 3.9). 




Figure 3.9. During a recent meeting regarding the delisting of wolves in 2012, many hunters spoke up to 
express their support of hunting as well as the presence of wolves in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, 
thereby debunking the archetype of hunters as a singular entity or homogenous anti-wolf/anti-carnivore 
group.  Photo adapted from http://facebook.com. 
 
 My conversations with hunters, scientists, ranchers, and other stakeholders throughout 
the region revealed how people living in the GYE orient the traditions and practices of their daily 
life around the physical and social resources afforded by the region.  In doing so, they have come 
to observe and engage with the physical properties of the place.  Beyond simple observation of 
these physical properties, residents have attached social meaning to them.  The GYE is therefore 
animated through the everyday acts of place-making that people participate in throughout their 
daily lives.  Residents not only observe the opportunities afforded by the physical properties of 
the GYE through living in the region, but they have also drawn connections between these 
properties and aspects of their lives that are important for making where they live into a ‘place’ 
they value.  Through these practices of everyday life, grizzlies, cougars, and (most notably) 
wolves have come to represent competition for the resources and physical properties of the GYE 
upon which many local stakeholders rely to construct an identity for themselves.   
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As evidenced most visibly in people’s reactions to the reintroduction of wolves, these 
large carnivores represent the material and symbolic pressures posed by the federal government 
and ‘outsiders’ who live on the coasts (Beyers & Nelson, 2000), the declining elk populations 
that support hunting and outfitting traditions, and the devaluing of traditional rural livelihoods.  
Thus, the consequences of global environmental change and other sociocultural shifts in industry 
have been displaced onto the physical embodied presence of wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  
Moreover, the influx of newcomers juxtaposed with “long-timers” (i.e., people who have lived in 
the GYE for multiple generations) also contributes to the rural versus urban (Alm & Witt, 1997) 
and the environmental preservation versus wise-use conservation divides (McCarthy, 2002; 
Walker & Fortmann, 2003).  Wolves, grizzlies, and cougars have therefore come to represent all 
of the threats posed to the traditions and lives of those who have lived in this place for multiple 
generations, which has caused these people’s feelings of futility, xenophobia, and lack of agency 
to be redirected and channeled into a hatred for carnivores.  
Working in the GYE 
The implications of land ownership in the region are profound.  The government is the dominant 
landowner, owning, on average, over 58% of the GYE county land base.  For local residents, the 
relationship between humans and the land is integrally tied to asymmetrical power relationships 
between government and the governed.  Every policy decision made by federal authorities 
significantly affects the lives of local residents: [T]heir homes, families, schools, and other 
aspects of community are realities dependent on how the abstract principles governing resource 
use are implemented. (Jobes, 1993, p. 155) 
 
Closely related to what it means to live in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, working 
in this place offers opportunities to develop intimate knowledge of the region’s physical 
properties.  This knowledge is a necessity for successfully plying one’s trade in the GYE.  Not 
surprisingly then, observing and interacting with the wildlife of the ecosystem has long been a 
regular part of daily life for people such as ranchers, whose livelihoods are dependent upon the 
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landscape and resources of this place.  It is through their work that these stakeholders have 
drawn connections with the land, its wildlife inhabitants, and their own lives.  Additionally, as 
the ‘last bastion of the American family,’ cattlemen and the ranching community at large are part 
of a livelihood that is increasingly difficult to sustain in our changing agricultural industry and 
broader globalized economic system.  Their ability to sustain this livelihood is made more 
difficult by the presence of large carnivores and the sociopolitical interests (e.g., 
environmentalists) who compete with these individuals for the land and resources of the GYE. 
As with the anger that hunters displace onto wolves and other carnivores due to their competition 
for elk and their symbolic representation of the increased role of the federal government and 
presence of urban immigrants to the region, ranchers’ opposition to carnivores is symbolically 
laden as well.   
This displaced anger or hostility is most prevalent when carnivores damage livestock.  
The desire to exterminate a wolf, grizzly, or cougar as a result of lost livestock goes beyond the 
price of a single animal killed.  Opposition to the presence and conservation of large carnivores 
is often indicative of three underlying issues: 1) a ranching industry model that reflects a 
“reactive aggression” to carnivores’ presence and attacks on livestock through the use of 
Wildlife Services (aka Animal Damage Control); 2) the pressures of a globalized agricultural 
system that privileges mass-produced corn and soy manufacturing and factory farms; and 3) the 
grazing of livestock on public lands6 that puts these animals directly in harm’s way of carnivores 
whose migratory corridors and habitat ranges bisect the same areas (Talbert, Knight, & Mitchell, 
2007). 
                                                
6	  In	  the	  Northern	  Rockies	  and	  other	  areas	  of	  the	  western	  United	  States,	  ranchers	  lease	  public	  lands	  for	  grazing	  
by	  cattle	  or	  sheep.	  The	  public	  lands	  available	  for	  lease	  include	  tracts	  of	  National	  Forests,	  Bureau	  of	  Land	  
Management	  acreage,	  and	  lands	  on	  Wildlife	  Refuges,	  but	  National	  Parks	  are	  designated	  as	  strictly	  ‘non-­‐‑use’	  
and	  are	  therefore	  the	  exception	  (Russell,	  1993).	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Given this generalized opposition, I sought to identify potential stakeholders who might 
dismantle this homogenized ascription.  I spoke with one such individual who debunks some of 
the stereotypes about ranchers.  I met her at a screening for Wild Things, a film about 
progressive ranching practices for mitigating livestock depredation and promoting human-
predator coexistence (Hinerfeld, Whiteman, & O’Brien, 2012).  This rancher, Becky Weed, owns 
and operates Thirteen Mile Farm in Montana with her husband, Dave Tyler.  Thirteen Mile Farm 
sits on a former homestead property that is one of the oldest in the Gallatin Valley of southwest 
Montana.  This small sheep ranch was an ideal spot for early settlers due to its proximity to the 
springs of the Bridger Mountains and biologically rich soils.  This local topography is also what 
makes it a good spot to raise sheep for lamb and wool.  As part of the philosophy that she has 
learned and developed during her twenty years of ranching, Becky retains a professional identity 
as a sheep rancher and an environmental identity as a supporter of large carnivores’ right to 
persist in this place.  Becky (a geologist) and her husband (an engineer) view the landscape of 
the GYE in a context that situates ranching in the broader context of a changing climate, 
globalizing agricultural industry, and rapidly expanding human population.  It is this perspective 
that shapes to their commitment to responsible sheep husbandry through a “Predator Friendly” 
certification (Figure 3.10). 




Figure 3.10. “Predator Friendly® Certified operations support wildlife, biodiversity, and a host of other 
ecosystem services for public benefit.” Photo adapted from Predator Friendly (n.d.).  
 
A Predator Friendly certification is a label held by a small coalition of ranchers in North 
America (Badgley, 2003; Peterson, Hustvedt, & Chen, 2008).  This certification was borne out of 
a conversation between a sheep rancher and conservationist in 1991 about the challenges and 
concerns of livestock depredation by native species such as wolves, coyotes, bears, and cougars.  
It reflects a commitment by a farm to produce meat, honey, eggs, wool, and other agricultural 
products without the use of any lethal methods (e.g., shooting, trapping, poisoning) to control 
native predator populations.  To become certified, Becky and Dave signed an affidavit that 
declared their agreement to abide by a set of criteria designed to protect livestock and keep 
wildlife alive.  These criteria include practices such as the use of careful pasture management 
strategies, guardian animals (e.g., dogs and llamas), and vigilant observation of herds through 
range riders and regular monitoring.  At our first meeting following the film screening, Becky 
described her involvement in the emergence of Predator Friendly: 
There was a guy who was part of a sheep ranching family, and his partner was kind of a 
community activist.  They were frustrated with all of the emotional baggage around 
predators and so they thought, well let’s try to harness market power, and they came up 
with this predator friendly idea.  They convened a group of predator biologists, a clothing 
designer, a sheep rancher, and a handful of other people, and they hired an artist and 
designed a logo and wrote up this set of criteria, and all this other kind of stuff.  And it 
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was about that time when I had just moved back here after being gone for a couple of 
years and somebody mentioned it to me, and said, ‘Oh you should go talk to these 
people.’  That’s when I got the call, and so the name and everything was established.  But 
they hadn’t really gotten products out on the street yet.  So I and another small rancher 
got involved, and we had a bunch of blankets made, and that’s when the word started to 
get out [about Predator Friendly] on the street a little bit more.  But it was still extremely 
small, and then the following year people said, ‘Well we really like this idea, but we want 
smaller wearable things like hats and mittens.’  And so we got a few other growers 
involved. (personal communication, April 2014) 
 
Demonstrating an ability to understand both sides’ perspectives on the controversy over 
carnivore management, ranchers like Becky and other Predator Friendly producers recognize that 
the predator conflicts are part of a larger conversation that should integrate wildlife, agricultural, 
and environmental communities’ needs.  Becky Weed and the coalition of Predator Friendly 
ranchers participate in a traditional livelihood without resorting to lethal methods of predator 
damage control. 
I visited Thirteen Mile Farm for the first time in August 2014, and as I waited for Becky 
to finish up her morning work, I wandered around her ranch next to the Bridger Mountain range 
of the Gallatin Valley.  I stepped into the large barn that is located near the entrance of the 
property to see the area where her wool is processed from start-to-finish to make yarn that is 
certified organic by the Montana State Department of Agriculture (Figure 3.11).  The farm no 
longer produces lamb because they sold their main flock to a nearby ranch that is also committed 
to organic grass-fed meat and coexisting with native carnivores.  While I waited, I read about 
Thirteen Mile Farm’s fencing and stock watering system that they use to rotate their flock 
through multiple pastures and prevent sheep from going into the creeks.  This system, as Becky 
later explained, is an effort to support the grass, water, trees, native carnivores and other local 
wildlife (e.g., sandhill cranes, deer, elk, eagles, hawks, weasels).  It is also a way to encourage 
the growth of clover, which fixes nitrogen and benefits the soil, in order to avoid the use of 
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chemical fertilizers or herbicides.  Becky also avoids the use of antibiotics, hormones, and other 
livestock products. 
 
Figure 3.11. The barn at Thirteen-Mile Farm where the start-to-finish wool production takes place. The 
yarn manufactured at the Farm is certified organic by the Montana State Department of Agriculture. 
Photo: Jaicks. 
 
When we sat down to speak, our conversation started off with a focus on these various 
practices in order for me to better understand some of the measures she uses to run her ranch and 
reduce the number of carnivore depredations on her sheep flock.  In describing some of the 
techniques, she emphasized the importance of using multiple nonlethal methods: “Well, the main 
thing is using guard animals.  That’s the single most important tool.  But’s also all sorts of subtle 
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daily things in the way you manage your pastures, where you move your animals, when you 
move your animals.” She described the process of adopting a nonlethal approach: “It’s an 
attitude adjustment.  Once you decide to be committed to it, then you must change the things that 
you do.”  I asked Becky if her views about carnivores and their management have shifted since 
her ranch became certified, and she explained that the transition to a Predator Friendly model had 
a big influence on her views about ranching practices as well.  According to Becky, “The 
[practices supporting] good carnivore management are pretty much coincident with good 
management of the grasslands and the landscape in general.  For me, it became really easy to 
justify some effort because [Predator Friendly] practices are things I think I ought to be doing 
anyways” (personal communication, August, 2014). 
Becky revealed that their early experience of losing sheep to coyotes and witnessing the 
consequences of Wildlife Services’ lethal techniques for controlling carnivores was 
transformative in their decision to seek out alternative measures:  
We lost a lot [of sheep to predators].  I mean, when we first started, we had no guard 
animals.  I didn’t know anything.  And we lost two out of our ten sheep within the first 
two weeks of getting sheep to coyotes.  And so that was sort of my first awakening about 
the issue.  I hadn’t really paid attention in the past, and initially, we just did what the 
neighbor said to do, which is to call up the government trapper [from Wildlife Services] 
and he came and he shot one coyote and he snared one.  And it wasn’t really until then 
that I began to think about well, what does this mean to ranch in a place like this? If I 
have to exterminate all of the native species, I don’t think I really want to do it that way. 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
In witnessing first-hand what happens when a government trapper comes and kills a predator as a 
response to livestock depredation, Becky began to think more about what it means to work in a 
place where coyotes and larger carnivores also dwell.  Becky decided that the use of Wildlife 
Services to control the ‘damage’ of losing sheep was not the tactic that she wanted to rely on 
moving forward, and she shared that, “My husband and I saw pretty much eye to eye on that, so 
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that’s when we started to explore the alternatives.”  This exploration is what led to their adoption 
of the Predator Friendly approach that they continue to employ and refine as wolves, grizzlies, 
and cougars further expand their ranges into Thirteen Mile Farm’s region of the GYE. 
Running a ranch has also required Becky and her husband to undertake a constant process 
of renegotiating how to work in a place also inhabited by carnivores.  She spoke of the trial and 
error that has been a part of their entire history with ranching: 
We started out with our first guard animal, who was a burro, and that was good, but 
sometimes burros hurt the lambs.  And that’s not good.  And then we had llamas, and 
they worked for about eight years.  But then they lost interest, and then we had some 
trouble with a black bear and a cougar, and the llamas were utterly useless against them.  
Just scared the [llamas away], and then they had free access to the sheep. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
  
Although the guard llamas were useful for a period of time, Becky explained that the increased 
presence of black bears and cougars necessitated a new strategy of guard dogs due to the relative 
ineffectiveness of llamas against larger carnivores:  
 There’s plenty of black bears and cougars in the hills behind us, but they don’t always 
come down into the valley.  Over the years, we’ve probably lost about 4 sheep to black 
bear.  And one, over a period of two years, we probably lost about twenty animals to a 
cougar.  It all happened in the space of two years…Since we’ve gotten guard dogs, we 
haven’t lost any. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
While guard dogs have proven effective for deterring conflicts with bears and cougars, this 
process will have to change yet again as wolves expand their range closer to the ranch:  
This process will have to be refined once again when wolves, who are only just now 
beginning to be seen in the area, return.  If we had wolves move in, it would be a whole 
different game.  Wolves are much harder than foxes and coyotes.  And they would 
probably eat our guard dog overnight, they tend to kill guard dogs.  And the rule of 
thumb is, you have to have a pack of guard dogs about the size of the pack of wolves that 
you’re dealing with.  If in one wolf came, moved through, probably wouldn't bother us 
though (personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
Most striking about Becky’s constant renegotiation to adapt her nonlethal methods is her 
recognition about the accountability that is necessary to ply her trade in a place that is shared 
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with carnivores amidst a changing global landscape.  Becky describes ranching in the GYE as a 
livelihood that comes with a shared responsibility to coexist with native carnivores, and she 
recognizes that, “There is an ongoing adaptation to the large carnivores who enter, which is more 
difficult because it requires a constant refinement and attention to detail.” 
As we discussed these various nonlethal approaches to ranching and their benefits to 
grasslands and other species, it seemed like such a method was an obvious answer to the predator 
management conflicts and a logical solution to the problems facing the fragmented and 
degrading landscape.  However, the resistance of many ranchers to nonlethal methods of 
predator control is the result of a combination of factors that reduce people’s willingness to adopt 
this alternative approach to mitigating carnivore-livestock damage.  For instance, ranchers are 
influenced and constrained by their communities’ social traditions, cultural perceptions of large 
carnivores, and pressures of an increasingly challenging livelihood to sustain (Starrs, 1998).  To 
many ranchers in this region, any sort of ‘sympathizing’ with the needs and interests of grizzlies, 
cougars, and (especially) wolves is often construed in a very negative way.  Thus, I was 
interested to learn from Becky how these more resistant members of the GYE ranching 
community responded to Thirteen Mile Farm’s commitment to a Predator Friendly approach.  
Becky confirmed my speculation, and she described the negative reactions of other ranchers to 
her adoption of the certification: “Initially, it just brought on overt hostility from the sheep 
growing community…And it was just really ugly hostility as a response to all the press we 
received [for the Predator Friendly label].”  The combination of the nonlethal control methods 
and the national press coverage for her work incited resentment amongst other ranchers, but she 
assuaged some of the hostility by attempting to shift the focus of the media.  She tried to reduce 
some of the local ranchers’ antagonism to the press by “emphasizing that [predator friendly 
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ranching] is about rural economic development and promoting the health of communities as well 
as wildlife habitat, so that helped to calm the storm down.” 
To understand this hostility, I spoke with Becky at length about the reasons why the 
hatred for grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and other predators is so entrenched within the ranching 
community of the GYE.  I then inquired about her experiences with these stakeholders to identify 
the major barriers that obstruct ranchers’ willingness to assimilate alternative nonlethal 
techniques that could potentially reduce carnivore-livestock damage.  She reminded me that she 
is part of a community of people who make their livelihood through working on the land, and 
this community is directly affected by the challenges that nonhuman carnivores present to this 
livelihood.  Her discussion of the social and ecological challenges that contemporary ranchers 
face in the GYE reinforced the significance of everyday place-making acts in shaping a person’s 
relationship to themselves, other people, and large carnivores in the GYE.  When people’s 
identity within their community is contingent upon their ability to earn a living by working on 
the land, they become deeply attached to the physical and social resources of that place.  For 
many ranchers, cattle or sheep ranching has been a part of their families’ livelihoods for multiple 
generations, and they are struggling to be able to continue this tradition (Starrs, 1998).  The 
presence and competition of carnivores in areas where ranchers graze and raise livestock is 
therefore a symbolic threat to these people’s identities and a physical threat to their place-based 
family traditions.  The consequences of these threats frequently manifest themselves as deep-
seated resistance by members of the ranching community to grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and 
anyone who supports the presence of these animals. 
 
 




Despite employing a nonlethal approach to ranching in a landscape that is shared with 
other species of predators, Becky is able to sympathize with the anger and fear of other, more 
resistant, members of the ranching community.  She described one of the most devastating 
aspects of working on a landscape shared with carnivores that underlies a great deal of the anti-
predator sentiments of ranchers: losing your animals to a wolf, grizzly, or cougar.  Becky 
elaborated on the difficult and upsetting experience and feelings that emerge when one’s sheep 
or cattle is killed by a predator.  As she put it, “There’s no question that when you lose livestock 
to predators, it’s really upsetting.  It makes you mad, it makes you feel bad, it makes you feel 
like you failed at protecting your livestock, and it’s not fun.”   
As she shared her experience of losing livestock to carnivores and the emotions that it 
evoked, it seemed that the feelings of guilt and anger were indicative of a predator management 
system that is reactive rather than proactive.  In an interview with another rancher from a 
livestock coalition in southwestern Montana, he explained that the current practices ranchers 
typically use to ‘control’ carnivore-livestock damage reflect a paradigm of ‘reactive aggression’ 
because they are not supported financially, socially, or politically to proactively manage cattle or 
sheep herds through nonlethal methods.  Instead of supporting ranchers to proactively manage 
the risk of a carnivore attacking sheep or cattle (e.g., through range riders or fladry7), much of 
our private, federal, and state agencies’ support is directed to programs like Wildlife Services or 
post-hoc compensation for livestock lost to carnivores (Berger, 2006).  Not only are these 
programs financially taxing for ranchers and the national public at large, they do not promote or 
                                                
7	  Fladry	  is	  a	  nonlethal	  technique	  used	  to	  deter	  wolves	  from	  attempting	  to	  access	  sheep	  and	  cattle	  herds.	  	  It	  
involves	  the	  use	  of	  colorful	  flags	  that	  hang	  from	  ropes	  that	  are	  stretched	  a	  short	  distance	  above	  ground	  
(Musiani	  et	  al.,	  2003).	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instill an imperative for ranchers to employ nonlethal practices that seek to prevent future 
carnivore-livestock conflicts. 
As a consequence, programs like Wildlife Services are used to address depredations of 
livestock by grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and other carnivores, and this agency’s reputation of 
resolving wildlife conflicts by “shooting first, asking questions later” has become one of the 
most divisive and controversial aspects of the GYE’s predator management debates.  The tactic 
of this agency, as described by Becky, is to come and a “fix a problem.”  Fixing the problem 
usually means that a government trapper working for the agency will go to a ranch after a 
carnivore-livestock depredation (or series of depredations) occurs and address the concern by 
shooting, trapping, or poisoning the ‘problem.’  The trappers are often local members of the 
community who have friends or family members that also ranch, and this local connection is 
reflected in the tendency of ranchers to align with and support the practices of Wildlife Services.  
Together, local agricultural interests’ alignment with the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
legislation of Wildlife Services make the transformation (or elimination) of a shoot first, ask 
questions later approach one of the most difficult challenges in dismantling the polarized 
political climate surrounding carnivore conservation in the GYE.  However, my discussion with 
Becky Weed underscored that the transformation of this model to a more progressive and 
proactive approach to managing human-carnivore coexistence moving forward is also one of the 
most essential—for the health of the landscape, cattle and sheep herds, carnivores, and people 
whose livelihoods depend upon this place. 
When I asked Becky whether or not Wildlife Services’ approach is successful in dealing 
with a carnivore that attacks livestock, she responded, “You know, that’s how it’s perceived.  
Eye for an eye.”  Given the continued (and heightened) problems and concerns over livestock 
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depredations, it is evident that this ‘eye for an eye’ approach is not sufficient in mitigating the 
carnivore conflicts.  Becky argued that this reactive approach is incredibly inefficient because:  
You don’t really change an animal’s behavior by killing it, you end its behavior.  You 
don’t really learn anything either if you just kill it, you just make room for the next new 
animal to move in, and you’ll have a new problem all over again.  I don’t really find that 
approach very satisfying.  It gives you a temporary fix for sure, but it doesn’t do anything 
in terms of problem solving (personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
This perspective was echoed by a number of other individuals who are struggling to maintain a 
livelihood through ranching.  When a wolf, grizzly, or cougar attacks an animal on someone’s 
property, it produces an immediate satisfaction to be able to go out and shoot the animal that 
caused the devastation.  People’s descriptions of this satisfaction also implied a chance to ease 
some of the residual anger they feel towards the federal government, environmentalists, and 
other individuals who have allowed these animals to return and thrive in the GYE.  Similarly, 
hiring a trapper from Wildlife Services to kill a carnivore provides an outlet to release one’s 
anger and fear due to the chronic concerns and challenges associated with sustaining a ranch.   
Problematically, these instant gratifications are often ineffective in mitigating carnivore-
livestock conflicts due to a number of reasons.  First, people are usually not present to witness 
the specific ‘bad apple’ or individual animal that caused the depredation, which makes it difficult 
to kill the exact culprit.  According to Becky, “It’s very challenging to always be at the right 
place at the right time with a rifle.”  For instance, wolves are pack animals that rely on the 
direction of the alpha male and female.  When a wolf is responsible for livestock loss, ranchers 
or Wildlife Services may unknowingly (or knowingly) remove the alphas of the pack, which 
creates an even greater likelihood for future depredations (Ripple et al., 2014; Smith & Ferguson, 
2005).  Lower ranking individuals in a wolf pack are less capable of successfully hunting wild 
game, and they are therefore much more likely to seek out easier alternatives for food.  A cow or 
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a sheep then becomes a prime target for the remaining members of the pack.  Additionally, the 
killing of an animal after a depredation has occurred does not encourage any change in ranching 
practices such as rotating grazing pastures, hiring range riders to monitor herds, or using other 
nonlethal deterrents that would serve as a preventative measure to avoid future financial loss, 
animals killed, and emotional damage to ranch owners. 
Becky’s discussion about the inefficiency of Wildlife Services and the reactionary 
approach to addressing carnivore-livestock depredations also revealed a misnomer perpetuated 
by cultural biases that carnivores are the biggest threats to the agricultural industry.  Although 
there is a degree of risk associated with living and ranching in a community where carnivores 
dwell, the fear and malignment of wolves as the biggest threat to livestock is disproportionate 
because wolf-livestock depredation only accounted for 3.7 percent of total livestock depredations 
in 2010.  According to data released by the U.S. Department of Agriculture National Agriculture 
Statistics Service (2010), wolves killed 8,100 head of cattle, which resulted in a total revenue 
loss of $3,646,000 (U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management, 2015).  Other 
animals killed far more cattle than wolves did.  These predators included: dogs (21,800 head), 
big cats including cougars and bobcats (18,900 head), vultures (11,900 head), and most 
significantly, coyotes (116,700).   
Nonetheless, the relative frequency of coyote depredations compared to other carnivores 
does not suggest that Wildlife Services should focus on killing these animals either.  Coyotes are 
incredibly adaptive to changing environmental conditions and human presence, and the joke 
amongst biologists who examine livestock depredations is that, “If you kill one coyote, you have 
12 show up to its funeral” (E. Bangs, personal communication, August, 2014).  This joke is 
rooted in extensive research demonstrating that killing coyotes (or any carnivore) does not 
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address the challenges or necessary changes a rancher must adapt to when living in a region 
where carnivores also range and seek out food.  Indiscriminate killing of an animal like a coyote, 
wolf, or other carnivore can actually increase the likelihood of future depredations by other 
members of the pack or family unit (Treves & Karanth, 2003).   
Thus, when ranching in an area like the GYE where coyotes are also present, a good 
solution is to get a guard dog.  They are a cost saver, an effective and efficient deterrent for 
coyotes, and a good rule of thumb that ranchers in the GYE are now implementing as part of 
their practice: 
I mean, in the sheep industry, it is now pretty much rule of thumb that people have a 
guard dog.  Not everybody, but the vast majority, even the wolf-hating anti-enviro 
ranchers, most of them do have guard dogs.  And that’s different.  That was not true 
twenty, twenty-five years ago.  Yes, it does cost money to have a guard dog, you gotta 
feed it, you’ve got vet bills, you gotta buy it, you’ve gotta live through the mistakes of the 
guard dogs if they don't work, because they don’t all work.  So it’s not cost-free, but 
when they work, it’s a dream.  You know, it’s a pleasure and it really is a money saver 
(personal communication, August, 2014).  
 
I asked Becky if this change in ranching practices through the use of guard dogs is an indicator 
that ranchers are becoming more receptive to adjusting their other aggressive and reactionary 
practices in light of the increased carnivore presence in the GYE.  Unfortunately, she described 
how many of the members in the ranching community have had the opposite reaction: 
No, not at all. I mean, some do, but it’s not typical.  I mean, it’s a hell of a lot easier to 
just shoot something.  It makes you feel like you’re doing a fix. (personal 
communication, August, 2014). 
 Further confounding this retained hostility towards wolves, coyotes, and other carnivores, 
data from the 2010 report by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) also revealed that 
carnivore-livestock depredation is far less a threat to livestock than other dangers facing 
agricultural businesses in the 21st Century.  Compared to the 8,100 head of cattle that wolves 
killed in 2010, the USDA’s National Agriculture Statistics Service estimated that 1,055,000 head 
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of cattle died due to respiratory illnesses, more than 500,000 head of cattle died due to digestive 
problems, another 500,000 died from weather and calving complications, and lastly, cattle 
rustling accounted for more than twice as many cattle lost to wolves.  Combined, predator 
attacks on livestock accounted for less than six percent of total cattle losses, with wolves 
contributing to only 0.23 percent of that total (U.S. Department of Agriculture National 
Agriculture Statistics Service, 2010; U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land 
Management, 2015).   
Given these statistics about the more insidious threats to cattle and relatively less 
significant threat that wolves and other carnivores present to agricultural practices, why is the 
use of lethal aggression still a preferred method of many ranchers? Also, why is there still the 
sense that the key problem is the ‘big bad wolf?’  Unfortunately, carnivores are the most tangible 
and material of these threats to cattle and sheep herds, which likely contributes to the hostility 
and fear that ranchers continue to displace onto the presence of these animals.  Additionally, the 
answer to this question necessitates consideration of the pressures ranchers face that extend 
beyond the presence of wolves and other carnivores in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  
More than the reintroduction of wolves, the expanding ranges of grizzly bears, or the continued 
presence of cougars, ranchers must contend with the very real challenges associated with modern 
agriculture (Fischer et al., 2008; Marsden, 1995; Starrs, 1998; Woods, 2007).  The futility and 
lack of control displaced onto the presence of wolves, grizzlies, and cougars are by-products of 
the broader system of North American agriculture.  Little attention is paid to the (dysfunctional) 
social, ecological, and economic aspects of this system, such as factory farming and mass 
production of corn and soy, which exacerbate the disease, respiratory illness, and calving 
complications that are the most significant causes of lost cattle.  Becky expressed frustration that 
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much of the attention to the human-carnivore conflicts among the ranching community fails to 
address these larger problems produced by our industrialized agricultural economy: 
The most interesting part of this discussion about carnivores, is viewing agriculture in a 
broader context than just the wolf conflicts.  This discussion is ultimately about our 
whole [agricultural] system.  It’s not just about charismatic wildlife…To some extent, I 
think they’ve become a scapegoat for a whole suite of frustrations.  That’s part of it, and 
I’ve said this a gazillion times, it’s a lot easier to fit a carnivore in your rifle sights than it 
is to grasp drought in Australia, consumption in China, and commodity wars.  All of 
these complicated global economic factors that keep farm gate prices down.  Those are 
really hard things to wrap your mind around.  Even if you can understand them, you 
usually feel kind of helpless if you’re selling to that market.  So, if you go out the 
backdoor and you can shoot a [carnivore] that’s killing your sheep, you feel like you’ve 
done something useful. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Becky’s argument reiterates the sense of futility, fear, and anger that is a tacit yet 
pervasive concern within the anti-predator ranching community of the GYE.  She expanded upon 
this discussion by addressing the social and ecological consequences of the North American 
agricultural industry.  Contributing to the sense of futility amongst ranchers, Becky described the 
myriad problems for people and nonhuman predators that emerge as a consequence of an 
agricultural system that emphasizes the production of corn and soy rather than land use practices 
that would better support local farms and ranches that strive to maintain healthy grasslands, 
native carnivores, and livestock herds that are not dependent upon hormones or antibiotics: 
That’s part of why those issues have taken on undue prominence I think.  But they’re 
related in a sense to me because, increasingly I feel like our mainstream agricultural 
system is doing things on the landscape that don’t make ecological sense (…) The 
carnivore stuff is just like this handle that connects the things that people see to the stuff 
that’s maybe not so obvious to the average city dweller or even to the average rural 
dweller who hasn’t quite thought about things that way.  But to me, the big picture really 
is, right now we’re dedicating more than 80 percent of our arable land to corn and soy 
beans.  I mean that’s not even food.  And fructose, it’s ethanol, it’s feed for animals in 
feed lots, and it’s corn.  None of that is what we need to be eating as food; plus the meat 
that we eat really shouldn’t be put in feed lots and fed corn and soy, because that makes 
unhealthy fatty acids, it makes the animals sick so that we have to give them antibiotics.  
And then that gives us antibiotic resistance problems.  So, when you think about how 
much of our agricultural horsepower, both political and economic and dirt, is dedicated to 
that.  That’s just a crime…And it’s one of the biggest crimes, because not only is it 
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driving this perverse food system, but it’s driving our relationship to food systems all 
over the world.  We have arguably undermined agriculture and decentralized economies 
everywhere because of our own agricultural subsidy system. (personal communication, 
August, 2014) 
 
In addition to describing these challenges produced by our current agricultural system, Becky 
elaborated on her efforts to go beyond the Predator Friendly label to raise awareness about and 
attend to the full range of concerns associated with ranching in the GYE: 
I’m moving away from a [sole] focus on Predator Friendly because I feel like that’s just a 
small facet of this much larger problem.  With all the political forces at work and 
economic forces, selling wool on the commodity market isn’t really good enough to make 
a ranch truly successful and bring your son into the business anymore…They recognize 
that there are a lot of forces that are making it challenging for them as ranchers because 
not only are there carnivore issues but there are other disputes like public lands grazing, 
conflicts with big horn sheep, and disease issues, and all sort of other access issues. 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
This issue of public lands grazing is a particular concern often discussed and raised in the 
public debates about large carnivore management.  I spoke with a Commissioner of the Montana 
Fish Wildlife and Parks Department, who also described the ranching community’s seemingly 
intractable views on this issue: 
Public lands grazing, or getting rid of public lands grazing is just a non-starter in 
Montana.  It’s a huge component of our economy.  And I think that it, I can’t so for sure, 
there’s a lot of ranches that exist only because they have a place to put their cows on 
public land.  They pay for it, they don’t pay a market rate, as you probably know, but 
they do pay for it.  And they’ve done it for a hundred years.  So, that’s a really, that’s one 
that we just stay away from. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Having overseen and directed numerous meetings on carnivore conservation, game management, 
and public lands debates, he acknowledged that the grazing of livestock on public lands is an 
entrenched practice that the ranching community of the GYE appears unwilling to eliminate at 
present.  There are a number of limitations and challenges that underlie the resistance of these 
individuals.  First, private rangeland in the West rents for $11.90 on average per cow and calf, 
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while monthly grazing fees on federal lands are currently set at $1.698 (Tranel, Sharp, Deering, 
& Dalstead, 2013; U.S.D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2010). Given that ranching 
is an increasingly difficult livelihood to maintain, many ranchers would be otherwise unable to 
afford to continue their livestock production without the ability to lease and use public lands for 
grazing (Gorte, Vincent, Hanson, & Rosenblum, 2012).  Although public lands grazing is 
monitored by the federal agencies responsible for the various grazing allotments in the GYE, this 
practice presents many ecological concerns for the landscape.   
Overgrazing by livestock has been shown to destroy native vegetation and contaminate 
waterways with fecal waste and soil impaction.  When livestock herds are not rotated regularly 
or monitored, it leads to soil erosion, stream sedimentation and wholesale elimination of some 
aquatic habitats as well (Economist, 2002; Flather, Joyce, & Bloomgarden, 1994; Fleischner, 
1994).  Overgrazing of the fire-carrying grasses that are prevalent in the GYE also interferes with 
the forest fire patterns, thereby making the region’s forests overly dense and prone to unnaturally 
severe fires (Glaser, Romaniello, & Moskowitz, 2015).  Finally, the grazing of livestock on 
public lands increases the likelihood of attacks by wolves, grizzlies, or cougars, and this risk is 
increased manifold if the herds are not regularly monitored by a range rider and guard animals or 
rotated to another pasture (White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013). 
Although eliminating public lands grazing is viewed as a non-starter that rural 
agricultural interests appear unlikely to cede, a more progressive discussion would be for non-
                                                
8	  “The	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  decrease	  cannot	  exceed	  25	  percent	  of	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  sustain	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  per	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  the	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  (U.S.	  Department	  of	  the	  Interior	  
Bureau	  of	  Land	  Management,	  2015).	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governmental efforts to develop and implement programs that are participatory, community-
based, and sustain engagement with concerned stakeholders beyond initial inquiry (Clark, 2008; 
Clark & Casey, 1995; Clark & Harvey, 1990; Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Taylor & Clark, 2005).  
Such an effort would need to compel ranchers to transition from a reactive and aggressive model 
that is detrimental to the landscape, carnivores, and livestock upon which they depend to a model 
similar to the one that people like Becky enact through proactive risk management.  As Becky 
argued, “It takes education about the predators and the livestock so that people know how to 
behave.”  It is promising to see that ranchers like Becky Weed, are adopting approaches that are 
more beneficial to the land, resources, and wildlife of the GYE.  Her work illustrates that 
supporting carnivores and retaining a livelihood dependent on the land should not be mutually 
exclusive. The practices she follows to proactively manage her herds and prevent carnivore 
attacks are consistent with practices that are beneficial to grasslands, native carnivores, game and 
other animals, and the ecosystem at large (Economist, 2002; Flather, Joyce, & Bloomgarden, 
1994; Fleischner, 1994; Glaser, Romaniello, & Moskowitz, 2015).  This model provides 
potential implications for the measures that should be emphasized in programs that attempt to 
create alternatives to the more aggressive and reactive approaches to mitigating large carnivore 
depredations on livestock. 
After I spoke with Becky on her ranch, it was also clear that this model faces an array of 
challenges and barriers to implementation by the ranching community of the GYE—socially, 
politically, and economically.  For instance, it is unlikely that public lands grazing will be 
eliminated as a first step to reducing carnivore conflicts and attacks on livestock.  However, 
rather than focusing on the ‘non-starter’ issues such as eliminating an entire agency of the federal 
government (Wildlife Services) or public lands grazing, local programs and initiatives are 
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needed that enable and empower ranchers to understand the benefits of adopting proactive 
approaches to mitigating carnivore-livestock damage.  These programs and community-based 
should invest energy and funds into range riders, nonlethal approaches, and (most importantly) 
overcoming the resistance of locals to shifting their approach through understanding their 
concerns and limitations. This last element is perhaps the most challenging, and the conservation 
groups that are the most successful in these efforts are the initiatives that engage local 
stakeholders in a sustained, participatory and inclusive way.  Some examples of these types of 
initiatives are discussed at length in chapter four. 
Taken together, working in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem enables people to 
develop an intimate knowledge of the GYE’s physical properties, a necessity for successfully 
pursuing one’s trade in the region.  Not surprisingly then, engaging with the carnivores of the 
GYE has also been a regular part of daily life for people like Becky Weed, and others who work 
in this place.  It is through their work in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem that people have 
drawn connections between the GYE, its wildlife, and their own lives.  As they see it, the 
increased presence of grizzlies, wolves, and cougars has meant better stability to for the 
ecosystem as a whole through trophic cascades (White, Garrott, & Plumb, 2013), but their 
presence has also produced a number of challenges and concerns for people who are resistant to 
altering their methods of ranching and sustaining a livelihood.  The changes to the landscape as a 
consequence of environmental degradation and increased human population to the region have 
exacerbated this resistance.  The ranchers with whom I spoke take great pride in their work and 
their identity as “one of the last bastions of the American family.”  The resistance of the ranching 
community therefore necessitates engagement with these individuals in order to address the 
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pervasiveness of people’s debates over how wolves, grizzlies, cougars and other carnivores 
should be managed. 
Playing in the GYE 
While our sense of the natural world has always been encumbered by our sense of human culture 
and history, there was a time, not long ago, when you could get out of your car at a curve on a 
scenic road and admire the view on something resembling its own terms.  There were no signs 
directing your gaze, no coin-operated binoculars, and no brochures answering your unasked 
questions about local flora, geology, or history of land use.  Today many people would regard 
such an unadorned curve in the road as a missed opportunity.  Environmental educators, 
government agencies, and corporate public-relations departments all make claims on our 
understanding of nature and its place in our everyday lives. (Wilson, 1991, p. 53) 
 
Playing in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem is an essential means by which local 
residents and visitors to Yellowstone National Park (and other tourist destinations) derive social 
meaning from the natural resources, wildlife, and ecosystem processes of a place.  Specifically, 
recreation affords people the ability to observe the ways in which the ecosystem works, while 
engaging in activities they find enjoyable, such as hiking, hunting, fishing, or wildlife viewing, 
oftentimes with friends or family.  These recreational activities afford people access to the GYE 
and its inner workings as well as opportunities to ascribe meanings to the ecosystem and its 
inhabitants.  Recreationists draw connections to and derive value from these opportunities.  The 
act of ‘playing’ in the GYE therefore constitutes the basis of numerous conversations and 
relationships—a day of hunting or fishing can evoke childhood memories, a morning spent 
watching wildlife can inspire young Park visitors to become scientists, or an afternoon hiking 
can stimulate a sense of accomplishment through physical activity.  Together, these acts are a 
part of daily life in the GYE—for residents and visitors, and it is through these everyday 
practices that people interact with the wolves, grizzlies, and cougars of the region.   
 Wildlife watching in various forms continues to be a commonly enjoyed form of 
recreation in the GYE, and it enables participants from around the world to visit and witness 
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firsthand the carnivores, big game, and other animals who range throughout the region.  On a 
recent visit to Yellowstone National Park, I spent the morning with one of the most visible and 
prolific groups of wildlife viewers in the Park—the coalition of ‘wolf watchers.’  This coalition, 
led by Rick McIntyre, a Biological Technician for the Yellowstone Wolf Project, is a group of 
individuals who wake up before sunrise every morning to observe the Park’s famous wolf packs.  
His level of dedication is unwavering, and he recently marked his 3,500th consecutive day of 
wolf watching; this dedication often means he is up before 4am regardless of the weather and out 
in the Park searching for wolves with his spotting scope and radio telemetry.  Once he locates the 
wolves, he records detailed notes into an audio-recorder to describe their behavior and contribute 
to the body of knowledge that people like Doug Smith use in their research.  Additionally, as one 
of the most visible members of the Wolf Project, Rick also serves as a naturalist to the public, 
and he is faced with a steady stream of visitors, whom he assists in spotting wolves and learning 
about wolf ecology and behavior. 
 I went to visit Rick and the rest of the wolf watchers in late July of 2014 in order to 
participate in the experience of wolf watching and learn more about this coalition that has 
thousands of dedicated followers, who vicariously track the wolves of Yellowstone through the 
group’s many social media pages and websites.  That morning, I woke up at 4 to a still velvet sky 
and a number of elk crowding around my car in the parking lot of the Gardiner Travelodge.  
After attempting to scatter the elk so that I could safely get into my small rental car, I drove the 
winding road from the Northern entrance of the Park into Mammoth Hot Springs, and I then 
turned left to follow Highway 212 through the Lamar Valley towards Cooke City.  My only 
directions on how to find the group of wolf watchers were: “Look for the big group of people 
and a parked car with a large antenna on the back.”  These directions turned out to be more 
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sufficient than I had initially thought, because the cluster of about 30 people standing together 
with binoculars, spotting scopes, and radio telemetry was hard to miss (Figure 3.12).  I got out of 
the car, and I was told to quickly run over to where Rick was standing because he had a group of 
wolf pups from the Junction Butte Pack in his sights.  For the first time, I was able to see a wolf 
and three black pups as they were crossing through the Valley on the way to their den.  The thrill 
of this experience conveyed to me the significance of why these wolf watchers are a popular 
group amongst the wildlife viewing community and the tourists who travel from around the 
world to connect with the GYE’s wildlife. 
 
Figure 3.12. The wolf watchers in Yellowstone National Park spend the first two hours after sunrise and 
the two hours before sunset searching for wolves in their high-resolution spotting scopes and binoculars. 
Photo: Jaicks. 
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There are benefits and drawbacks to the visibility of wolves, grizzlies, and other 
carnivores that have emerged through programs like the wolf watching coalition of Yellowstone 
National Park.  On the positive side, people from across the country and around the entire world 
are able to learn about and develop a concern for animals that they would rarely ever have the 
opportunity to encounter first-hand.  Wolves are one of the most heavily profiled animals of 
Yellowstone, and their history in the park (and across the GYE) compels some people to become 
engaged with their conservation and continued presence in the region (Plevin, 2004; Ripple et 
al., 2014; Smith & Ferguson, 2005; Vining, 2003).  Thus, the tourist attraction of wolves has 
been beneficial in many ways, yet the subsequent conflicts with locals reveal that this form of 
“playing” in the GYE also contributes to the resistance and hostility of people who struggle to 
live with these animals after the Park visitors leave and return home elsewhere.  In privileging 
the sanctity of one species, adamant environmental advocates have contributed to an opposition 
amongst the individuals whose lives and livelihoods discussed previously are directly challenged 
by these animals’ presence.  These programs can deepen the resentment amongst local residents 
towards nonlocals because such efforts often pay little attention to developing nonresidents’ 
knowledge and appreciation for the daily challenges of what it means to live with these animals 
on the landscape.  Yet, without the wolves, there would be significantly less money coming into 
the region and less work for many residents who rely upon the tourist industry.  For the people 
who live and work in the region, this fact often exacerbates an already deeply ingrained dislike 
for the outsiders who travel to the GYE to support wolves and other carnivores or who attempt to 
control the jurisdiction of these locals’ place through lobbying with the federal government.   
The ‘ignorant red-neck stereotype’ that is perpetuated by certain environmental 
extremists can be as destructive and counterproductive for the future protection of wolves, 
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grizzlies, and cougars as the anti-wolf zealots who post directions on how to illegally track and 
kill collared wolves.  There is an intersection of interests regarding how people make use of the 
landscape for their recreation purposes in the same way that there is a diversity of how people 
live and work here.  However, any form of extremism obscures the myriad ways in which people 
‘play’ in the GYE and the subsequent benefits for wildlife and natural resources that can be 
derived through sound hunting and other resource management practices.  The hunting of these 
animals is another form of ‘play’ just as outfitting is another form of ‘work.’  It is therefore 
problematic to make valuations or firm lines or between the kinds of activities in which people 
engage in the GYE or elsewhere. 
 In revisiting the practice of hunting, it is not only a part of what it means to live in the 
GYE but also a popular recreational pursuit that gives people another means of connecting to 
place and participating in wildlife conservation.  Despite Theodore Roosevelt’s legacy in the 
GYE (and nationally) as the father of conservation and his steadfast reputation for supporting 
hunting as an invaluable tool for wildlife management (Haraway, 1984; 1989; Johnston, 2002; 
2006), the concept that hunters play a significant role in conservation is a narrative that often 
runs counter to the rhetoric of many large, international environmental groups based out of 
Washington D.C.  An official from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service spoke of the 
misconceptions perpetuated about hunting and hunters that have emerged as a consequence of 
this rhetoric: “One of the things that’s happened is, I see hunting of predators as one of the 
MOST important conservation tools to keep predators on the landscape.  But what you 
commonly hear from wolf people is that hunting is anti-wolf” (personal communication, August, 
2014).  Researchers and advocates from more moderate environmental groups within the GYE 
are attempting to raise awareness about the role of hunting in conservation in order to mitigate 
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the tension amongst residents that exists as a consequence of these extremist accounts.  As one 
scientist from a local environmental group in Jackson Hole asserted:  
[Hunting] is a very effective tool for managing populations through hunter harvest.  And 
why not when the species is abundant and not on the brink of extinction.  It especially 
gives you some buy in from the stakeholder that otherwise is opposed to a species…I 
think it will take decades and generations before we see it actually bear out this way. 
That, having a role in managing species gives you more acceptance or understanding of 
the species.  We’ve seen that with mountain lions though, we’ve seen it with black bears, 
and in the Midwest or even here, we have abundant mountain lion and black bear 
populations that we didn’t have thirty years ago.  I was at a legislative hearing this winter 
where the houndsmen [who hunt mountain lions] were standing up and saying, ‘Help 
now and hell no! You’re not going to raise the take of mountain lions’ or ‘You’re not 
going to kill black bears over bait in the state of Montana because we are hunters and we 
support the species that you’re going to put at risk.’ (personal communication, August, 
2013) 
 
He further dispelled the myth that hunters are inherently anti-carnivore by explaining that, “The 
biggest advocates for mountain lions are actually mountain lion hunters” (personal 
communication, July, 2014). 
These arguments reflect a consensus from some of the more ‘moderate’ members of the 
GYE community who believe that allowing people to hunt carnivores can contribute to a greater 
tolerance for these animals.  Another wildlife biologist extended these arguments to assert that 
hunting prevents and reduces the illegal killing, or poaching, of wolves and other carnivores that 
occurs when these animals are under federal restrictions: 
Yeah, I think hunting helps increase tolerance.  And the data they have is, when the 
government made killings really hard, in other words, there’s not a season on them, 
they’re protected.  Illegal killing goes up.  When you are allowed to hunt wolves, you’re 
allowed to kill wolves, illegal killing goes down. However, estimating illegal killing is 
really hard because no one reports it, but some of these new statistical techniques are 
getting at being able to estimate it, and so they think, hunting causes poaching to decline.   
So that’s like a human tolerance thing, it’s like, I’m angry at wolves, I’m angry at the 
government because they don’t let me kill wolves.  I’m going to go out and shoot them 
anyway.  Whereas…actually fewer wolves are killed by making hunting them legal 
because it causes poaching to go down. (personal communication, July, 2014) 
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Many of the people with whom I spoke in the region, including preservationists who are 
adamantly pro-carnivore, recognize that hunting—if pursued within the safety and regulations of 
sound hunting practices—is an important tool for wildlife management and conservation at large.  
One Montana resident emphasized:  
I’m not a hunter, but my husband’s a hunter.  I’m certainly, absolutely, not anti-hunting.  
I mean, I’m anti-stupid hunting.  Hunting I think is a necessary part of wildlife 
management in North America.  It’s really the hunters who have led some of THE most 
important wildlife management and conservation in the world’s history really, not just the 
United States. (personal communication, July, 2014) 
 
Thus, hunting is not a recreational pursuit that can be vilified as antithetical to carnivores and 
wildlife conservation at large.  Similarly, hunting is not the monolithic solution to the human 
dimensions of the carnivore conflicts either. 
Within the scientific community, there is much debate over the role of hunting in 
carnivore conservation and reducing the number of human-carnivore conflicts.  For instance, 
Obbard et al. (2014) found no significant correlations between harvest (killing) and subsequent 
human-bear conflicts.  They also identified that “Hunting does not reduce conflicts because 
hunters generally remove non-problem bears from the population; that is, the individuals not 
involved in nuisance behaviors.  Instead, hunters target large bears, far from human habitation, in 
an attempt to acquire an impressive trophy.”  Additionally, these debates raise questions about 
what constitutes ‘sustainable’ harvest of wildlife populations and the differences between 
‘tolerance’ and ‘stewardship’ (Huygens et al., 2004; Treves, Kapp, & MacFarland, 2010).  
Treves (2009) found that hunters’ willingness to steward carnivores does not increase when they 
are designated as game species for hunting.  This finding suggests that hunters are do not become 
advocates for or participate in the stewardship of carnivores in the same way they advocate for 
elk and other game species, regardless of carnivores’ management designation.  Bruskotter and 
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Fulton (2012) highlight the lack of conceptual clarity about this developing body of research and 
instead argue that hunters’ stewardship of carnivores may not be necessary for these animals to 
persist on the landscape: 
To the extent that hunters’ tolerance of wolves in the Northern Rockies and Wisconsin is 
based upon their interest in maintaining harvestable surpluses of big game and their belief 
that wolves are negatively impacting these species, hunters’ tolerance of wolves may be 
increased by actually reducing the wolf population.  Or put another way, “overprotecting 
wolves—i.e., allowing wolf populations to increase to levels where hunters believe 
wolves are negatively impacting big game species, could actually increase intolerance 
(e.g., illegal killing of wolves). 
 
This study supports the earlier argument that illegal killing goes down when hunters are 
allowed to harvest wolves or other carnivores, which suggests that the ability to hunt animals 
affords a sense of autonomy that is tacitly lacking in people’s feelings of agency over how their 
place is governed.  Their research identified that it may not be necessary for hunters to be active 
supporters of carnivores.  Rather, Bruskotter and Fulton (2012) found that building people’s 
tolerance, or acceptance, of these animals’ presence on the landscape should be given emphasis 
instead.  The building of tolerance is a point that many people involved in the policy arena of 
carnivore management affirm is a greater necessity and a more pragmatic approach to mediating 
human-carnivore (and human-human) coexistence in the GYE (Clark, 2008; Clark & Harvey, 
1990; Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Taylor & Clark, 2005).  When I asked one policymaker if there 
has been any change in people’s perspectives about wolves since their reintroduction and 
subsequent delisting from federal protection in recent years, he confirmed the findings from this 
recent research: 
The change is pretty anecdotal and it’s difficult to measure, but you might have an 
outfitter who historically said, ‘Kill ‘em all, we don’t want them.  The only good wolf is a 
dead wolf.’  And now, I’ve heard people, the same individuals say, ‘Okay, we’ve got 
wolves, we’ve just gotta learn to live with them. We have to manage them.’  And I mean 
that’s kind of a shift in their personal attitude of acceptance of like, okay they’re here to 
stay, they’re permanently on the landscape here on out.  Now, his view on how we should 
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manage them and MY view on how we should manage them are still diametrically 
opposed [Laughing] but there, there is at least some thread of a relationship between us 
and that’s okay.  Now we just have to come to agreement on managing them instead of 
coming up with an agreement on their actual existence.  And so, is that really a huge 
fundamental shift? Probably not, but it’s something.  It’s the little thing that keeps you 
going. (personal communication, April, 2013) 
 
To summarize, the various ways of ‘playing’ in the GYE are indicative of the myriad 
ways that locals and nonresidents encounter and cultivate relationships with the large carnivores 
of the GYE.  The human dimensions of the carnivore conflicts emerge when people’s 
understanding of recreation manifests itself as an exclusionary definition that privileges some 
forms of play while simultaneously vilifying other modes.  To some, hunting, fishing, or any 
extractive form of play is negatively construed, and this construction is often a reflection of the 
divided opinions about how the lands, resources, and wildlife of this place are meant to be ‘used’ 
by people.  Recreating in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem is therefore an important part of 
creating place.  These findings suggest that coexisting with carnivores requires scientists to 
disentangle the complexity of people’s competing preservationist and utilitarian conservationist 
values before attempting to inform policy on sustainable hunting or build public support for 
carnivore conservation.  Lastly, understanding people’s many forms of recreation in the GYE is 
integral because play is an essential means by which people engage with and derive meaning 
from their environment, one another, and wildlife. 
Conclusions: The Significance of Everyday Life in Relationships to Predators 
Ambivalence has always characterized human treatment of animals, and the modern age is 
certainly no exception.  Indeed, our society is shot through with conflicts running across all 
groups and circumstances.  It is true, of course, that more people than ever before suffer 
conflicts over their use of animals.  More people than ever before feel that it matters what we do 
to animals.  And more people than ever before are committed to an ideal of “humaneness” that 
sees suffering as wrong…For those who seek a redressing of society’s inconsistencies, there may 
also be reason for optimism […] The meanings of animals are not fixed because they are social 
constructions.  How we think about animals, as well as ourselves, is bound to change as society 
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itself changes…Such change offers hope that our inconsistent treatment of animals may also be 
resolved. (Arluke and Sanders, 1996, p. 191) 
 
Before getting ready to walk back down the hill on the morning we were out looking for 
wolves with his sons, I asked Doug how he deals with the challenges of the complex social 
processes of the GYE.  He reflected on his own shifts in thinking through years of navigating 
competing environmental attitudes and value systems, and he spoke about the importance of 
protecting this place and its predators through sustained relationships, not just science:  
You know, many have people said that life is about relationships and experiences.  And 
certainly the wolf [predator] business is no different.  Although it’s probably more tied to 
their relationships with other people and experiences I’ve had, but you know that 
[relationships] are absolutely essential. And when I got here, my goal was to publish as 
many peer-reviewed papers as possible, and I thought that would change the world.  And 
although you need papers for a foundation, you gotta have good science, there is no 
substitute for that, there’s just not, the people who are doing the changing are not the ones 
who are reading the papers. They’re not.  They could care less about the papers in fact.  
It’s all that one-on-one.  And you know, to be honest, these guys prefer the state agencies 
over the Park Service.  I’m still trying through to represent something totally different.  
And I’m not trying to lose what I represent to become one of them.  A lot of people, and I 
won’t give examples because it’s too politically dicey, they are in bed with the outfitters, 
or the ranchers, or whatever the entity might be.  They’re in bed politically, and I can’t 
be.  I don’t do that because I can’t go all their way ethically, philosophically, politically, I 
can’t.  I mean, it’s like, this is who I am, I’m not going to change to get on your good side 
to help you along to change.  You’ve got to come a little bit my way…You know, it’s 
hard, it is, but I still believe in it.  And I think the key, when you believe in something, 
you have infinite amounts of energy to do it (personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
He added, after some thought:  
 
I don’t want to say it like I’m proselytizing, ‘I feel like it’s right.’ It’s not that, it’s just, 
you care.  Belief and care are very similar but the handful of experiences in nature that 
are incredibly transforming and uplifting are what life is about.  And you can’t betray 
that.  You can’t turn your back on that.  And you just want to preserve that, and you see 
the life out there, and you just become passionate about the fact that it should be allowed 
to exist.  You know, it’s not all about us.  You toil day in and day out and you get that 
much information about a wolf, but you stay it long enough and you put it together, you 
get a window into their life, maybe even their psyche.  And that is a great moment, and 
you carry those things with you.  There is more to life than just you.  And us.  And that 
can be powerful, if you truly believe it (personal communication, August, 2014). 
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As witnessed through Doug’s commitment to this place and its predators, the practices of 
daily life are how people assimilate the significance of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and 
its contribution to making where they live, work, and play an important part of their own 
identities and experiences of meaning.  Part of the essence of the GYE is the small stuff of daily 
life—the lives, work hours, recreational activities, and community traditions that are all rooted in 
the material features of the GYE.  The environment provides a physical connection—a 
location—as well as social connections that enable people to observe, respond to, and form 
relationships with themselves, other people, and large carnivores.  The everydayness of life in 
the GYE is therefore a part of people’s understanding of themselves and their understanding of 
the other human and nonhuman carnivores with whom they share a place. 
While the daily acts of living, working, and playing in the GYE are an important 
component in cultivating people’s relationships to themselves, one another, and the large 
carnivores of the GYE, the downside is that these acts often rest on excluding others, whether 
intentionally or unintentionally.  The defense of one’s “territory” is prevalent in the GYE, and it 
extends beyond the human stakeholders to include the nonhuman carnivores of the region.  The 
most common omission with regards to the carnivore conflicts is that the animals themselves are 
often an afterthought amidst people’s competition over who has the right live, work, and play in 
this place.  Thus, this chapter also reveals how nonhuman animals are the first casualties in 
people’s war for recognition.  Grizzlies, wolves, and cougars are objects that are talked over and 
thrown around for arguments’ sake.  Yet rarely are they participants or integrated as stakeholders 
in the considerations about whose interest or stake matters most in the decisions about natural 
resource management.  Everyday life, here, becomes exclusionary and the human-carnivore 
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conflicts that preclude coexistence are better understood as people’s conflicts with each other 
over how these animals should be managed and conserved. 
For all the ways people live, work, and play in the GYE, it is evident that there is no such 
thing as one type of hunter, rancher, or environmentalist, and there is no such thing as one type 
of wolf, grizzly, or cougar either.  The people and carnivores of the GYE are diverse and 
complex, and these stakeholders all vie to retain their place in the GYE with the hope that it can 
be passed on to future generations.  However, the public debates, journalistic renderings, and 
scientific accounts of the carnivore conflicts repeatedly depict a polarity that fails to encompass 
this multiplicity of people’s relationships to the environment, themselves, and fellow predators.  
These renderings are a consequence of the fragmented decision-making processes that reinforce 
a dichotomized discourse and prevent attention to people’s collective desire to preserve the 
integrity of their place (to which they are deeply attached).  This environmentalism of everyday 
life therefore empowers people to recognize that the presumed polarity is largely produced by the 
hierarchical power of government agencies and large well-funded private interest groups, but it is 
not necessarily an accurate representation of the fellow human and nonhuman predators with 
whom they share an environment.  I further dismantle this polarity in the following chapter by 
addressing the reasons why public agencies and private organizations have a vested interest in 
retaining the publicized dichotomy; thereby permitting the possibility for coalitions to develop 
around the diversity of human and nonhuman stakeholders and collectively work through 
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(CHAPTER 4)  
Send in the Carnivores: The Political Ecology of Predator Management in the Greater 





Something is missing in our current deliberations and labors to secure Yellowstone’s and our 
own future. We seem trapped in coping endlessly with innumerable, onrushing, ordinary 
problems and the associated advocacy of special interest politics. Our attention has been 
captured by the ordinary challenges in management policy, the stuff of headlines in any regional 
or local newspaper. The discourse about how to manage greater Yellowstone is narrowly 
constrained by conventional thought and action and by our structures of governance, including a 
glaring lack of public arenas to address these issues. There are few places where someone 
interested in the status of Yellowstone can go to engage like-minded people about the vital issues 
of governance and constitutive decision-making. It seems that no one is thinking about the 
higher-order issues at play. There is little expression of such thinking in the public words or 
deeds of those who are in a position to generate or initiate discussion in regional discourse. 
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The Greater Yellowstone Public Policy Arena 
 
A few days after my hike in the Lamar Valley with Doug and his sons, I returned to 
Bozeman, Montana to prepare for an upcoming meeting held by the Montana Fish Wildlife and 
Parks Department (FWP).  The meeting was a statewide public hearing regarding a proposal for 
people to donate funds to FWP in the form of a “Wolf Stamp.”  The Wolf Stamp was 
conceptualized as a certification that people could purchase from the department similar to the 
purchase of hunting and fishing licenses.  However, unlike the revenue from hunting licenses 
that can be used for lethal predator control and non-carnivore related purposes, revenue from the 
Wolf Stamp had the proposed intent of supporting specific departmental programming measures, 
including: the Livestock Loss Reduction Program9, wolf monitoring, wolf habitat protection 
and/or acquisition of additional habitat, wolf research, wolf education, and potentially hiring 
additional FWP staff to work within the occupied wolf habitat (Montana Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks Department, 2014).  Given the contested environmental history of wolves amongst human 
stakeholders of the GYE, this proposal was a topic of discussion in nearly every one of my 
meetings and interviews during the weeks leading up to the public hearing.  I met with an agency 
member from FWP the day before the meeting, and he informed me that the department expected 
this meeting to be a widely attended hearing.  To accommodate the number of people expected to 
attend, the department had arranged for video cameras in each of the seven regional offices to 
                                                
9	  The	  Livestock	  Loss	  Reduction	  Program,	  formally	  the	  “Montana	  Livestock	  Loss	  Reduction	  and	  
Mitigation	  Program,”	  is	  overseen	  by	  the	  Montana	  Livestock	  Loss	  Board.	  	  Its	  mission	  is	  “to	  help	  
support	  Montana	  livestock	  communities	  by	  reducing	  the	  economic	  impacts	  of	  wolves	  on	  individual	  
producers	  by	  reimbursing	  their	  confirmed	  and	  probable	  wolf-­‐‑caused	  losses	  and	  helping	  to	  reduce	  
their	  losses	  by	  approving	  projects	  and	  funding	  programs	  that	  will	  discourage	  wolves	  from	  killing	  
livestock.”	  (Environmental	  Quality	  Council,	  2006)	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allow everyone interested to voice their ideas about the Wolf Stamp and its proposed language to 
the FWP Commissioners. 
On the day of the hearing, I arrived forty-five minutes early to FWP’s region three office 
in Bozeman to witness how people engage with agency officials and one another.  Bozeman is 
part of Gallatin County, one of the many politically divided counties in the state, which provided 
me with an opportunity to observe how the mixture of political interests interact in a public 
forum.  According to Bozeman mayor Jeff Krauss in a recent newspaper interview, “If you 
consider us, Gallatin County, we’re more like a jelly doughnut, with the center being ‘blue’ and 
the doughnut part being ‘red’” (Dennison, 2014).  This pastry analogy situates the liberal town of 
Bozeman in the center of a conservative county, and this observation was confirmed when I 
found myself parking in a lot with cars that had anti-wolf bumper stickers next to cars with pro-
wolf bumper stickers (Figure 4.1).  Walking through the parking lot, I also saw a number of 
police officers interspersed with FWP officials to handle concerns about disorderly conduct.  
 
Figure 4.1. Bumper stickers in the parking lot of the region three office for the Montana Fish Wildlife and 
Parks Department ranged from oppositional to widely supportive of wolves. Photos: Jaicks. 
 
I waited in line behind a mix of people, most of whom were silent or talking only to the 
person next to them, and I signed in at the desk before going to find a seat.  Among the attendees 
were livestock ranchers, people adorned in hunting camouflage, a few families, and individuals 
with buttons or hats listing an array of different organizational affiliations across the political 
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spectrum.  The room for the hearing was a large common area with a television and podium at 
the front where people would stand to give their statements and simultaneously watch the 
proceedings of the main FWP office, located in Helena.  It was already apparent to most that I 
was an “enviro,” but I intentionally sat down next to a family that I did not know to deter anyone 
from coming up to me to request a statement for or against the stamp.  It is impossible to remain 
impartial about wolves or any carnivore, but I did not want to speak on a subject that I was 
comparatively less informed about.  The Wolf Stamp and its proposed intent were still unclear to 
me at the time, and I was more interested in understanding the discourse of the public and the 
participation permitted by the department’s political proceedings. 
After a number of requests by the Commission to quiet the conversations and a few final 
audiovisual repairs to ensure that the live-stream was operating properly, the meeting began with 
an introduction from the Hearings Officer: “I am here to officiate the hearing and to make sure 
that everything is held in an impartial way and a controlled manner.”  She then went over how 
they would run the hearing: the Commissioner would listen to public comments from each of the 
regions in order, starting with a person from region one and moving on with a speaker from each 
of the seven regional offices until it was time for the next person from region one to speak.  Each 
of the regional offices had employees standing next to the television with a list of names to call 
for people who had signed-up to give comments (Figure 4.2).  I realized then that the reason so 
many people had arrived early to the meeting was because the order of comments was on a first-
come, first-serve basis. 




Figure 4.2. The meeting space for region three of the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks Department where 
the public hearing for the proposed Wolf Stamp was held. Photo: Jaicks. 
 
Following the Hearings Officer’s outlining of the protocol, the Wildlife Bureau 
Coordinator addressed the attendees: 
My name is Quentin Kujala.  I’m the Wildlife Bureau Coordinator for the Wildlife 
Division of FWP here in Helena.  My staff is here tonight, just to give a brief 
introduction, a little bit of the history, and what the rule, intent, and language are [of the 
proposed Wolf Stamp]…The department shall create Wolf Management Stamps, issued 
to any persons who wish to donate to the department’s management of wolves.  Any 
resident or non-resident may purchase one or more such stamps for a donation of $20 
each. 
 
A couple of points I want to emphasize here. This is a donation. There’s a $20 donation 
tied to each stamp.  Another relevant point there is that one or more stamps may be 
purchased by an individual.  This is proposed language.  Second item: money received 
from the sale of Wolf Management Stamps will be considered a donation.  The concept is 
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a donation, not a fee, and that’s first to use to pay for the cost of administering the stamp 
program.  The remainder of the money received must be equally divided and allocated for 
the following purposes.  The first is to grant awards through the Livestock Loss 
Reduction Program […] The second is wolf monitoring, habitat protection or acquisition 
within occupied wolf habitat, scientific research of wolves, or public education and 
outreach activities relating to wolves, and third is the hiring of additional workers […] 
within occupied wolf habitat…For all eyes, this is framed as a department ruling.  That is, 
the decision authority is ultimately the Director of Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. 
 
Again, we are here tonight to take comments on the proposed concept.  What’s available 
at the podium tonight is comments for, against, or neutral to the concept.  For, against, or 
neutral to the specific language.  With that I’ll hand it back to the Hearings Officer. 
Thank you. 
 
Within this introduction are a number of indicators about the policy process and the 
system of governance in the region.  The language of the proceedings contained explicit 
constraints about the ways in which people could share their thoughts and concerns about the 
proposed Wolf Stamp.  The Coordinator’s directions made it clear that people had one of three 
options in their public comments: they could be for, against, or neutral to the proposal.  
However, as Becky Weed of Thirteen Mile Farm had previously informed me, the people who 
show up to these meetings are rarely, if ever, neutral, “Really, the people who are the most vocal 
are the ones who have the most intense reaction.” Becky’s observation was confirmed in what I 
witnessed I people’s interactions and discourse that night.  Most people had strong opinions 
about the stamp, which was evident in the tense body language and mumbled retorts of attendees 
while they waited for the Hearings Officer to finish her directions on the night’s proceedings: 
I would just like to inform everybody that the purpose of the public comments is so that 
the department can make a reasoned and informed decision regarding the proposal.  It is 
not a vote or a tally for or against.  It is the public process to gain information about how 
the public views the proposal.  We are recording the comments via the conference 
system.  If you do not see us writing while you’re speaking, it’s not that we’re not 
recording your comments […] We ask that you direct comments to us.  Please do not 
direct comments to any other audience member, or any other person other than the people 
at the TV or the talking heads on your TV screen at the region.  We ask that you come to 
the podium or microphone, and state and spell your name. We ask that you restrict your 
comments to two minutes, so please be respectful of everybody’s time.  We do have a 
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timer set here, so when the timer goes off, we ask that you finish your comment and 
politely sit down […] Comments must be appropriate.  If I feel that any comments are off 
base, or inappropriate, I will give you one warning.  After that warning, we ask that you 
sit down and we will turn off the microphone.  With that, the public comment portion will 
begin. 
 
As witnessed in the guidelines outlined by the Wildlife Bureau Coordinator and the Hearings 
Officer, people’s ability to participate in the political process was constrained and policed 
according to the jurisdiction of the department.  Moreover, two minutes of commentary directed 
towards the FWP Commission was not a sufficient platform for an interactive exchange across 
stakeholder groups (Figure 4.3). 
 
Figure 4.3.  Commissioner Gary Wolfe listens to community members on video monitors during the Wolf 
Stamp hearing in Helena, Montana for the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks Department. Photo: Jaicks. 




Consequently, my follow-up conversations with attendees in the weeks after the meeting 
revealed that there were already plans for pro- and anti-Wolf Stamp advocates to challenge the 
ruling that would be made in September if it was not in their favor.  With governmental rulings 
such as the Wolf Stamp, it is common for the final decision to result in a lawsuit and for the 
policy environment of the GYE to become more entrenched in a pro-/anti-carnivore dichotomy.  
Besides filing lawsuits or attending meetings, concerned stakeholders also undertake activities 
such as writing or calling elected officials, submitting public comments, and writing opinion 
pieces for local newspapers like the Bozeman Daily Chronicle or the Jackson Hole Daily.  
Despite these efforts that thousands of people with a range of concerns regularly engage in, the 
public accounts and journalistic renderings of the carnivore conflicts suggest that the human 
stakeholders can be lumped into a polemic binary of pro- or anti-wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  
But these representations are not accurate depictions of the diverse stakeholders or their complex 
and myriad interests, and the dichotomy is a reflection of the constraints produced by the 
bureaucratic institutions that oversee carnivore management.  As my individual interviews with 
people attending these meetings revealed, these constraints contribute to a sense of futility 
among community members about their ability to influence decisions.  They also exacerbate the 
hostility of these individuals that gets directed towards one another and the agency 
representatives who are following the directives of superiors.  However, these public meetings 
are some of the few opportunities for people to participate in the decision-making processes, and 
they continue to attend as a way to voice their concerns and express the desire for policy 
reformations as well. 
Despite this increasing hostility, the heterogeneity of stakeholders identified in chapter 
three suggests a potential for the emergence of coalition building around localized efforts on a 
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common set of global environmental concerns.  That is, the challenge of mediating human-
wildlife coexistence amidst a changing climate.  To inform and elucidate this potential, I build 
upon my earlier discussion on the diversity of everyday life through a political ecological 
explanation of carnivore management in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  I begin by 
examining the polarized public discourse that shapes and is shaped by the decision-making 
processes of the GYE to examine the oppositions that are enacted in the public policy arena.  
Following this discussion, I reveal and critique the cultural and political processes of the public 
and private institutions that govern the everyday lives of human and nonhuman predators in the 
region.  By connecting these diverse issues, I confront the limitations of the contemporary 
system of governance that prevents coalitions from forming around common interests for the 
future of the GYE. 
Governing the Everyday Lives of Predators in the GYE: A Political Ecological Explanation 
 
[I]nterests [are] unmoved by the ‘biology knows best’ and ‘viable population’ stand on wildlife 
management.  That is, just because some practices do not threaten the viability of a population, 
they are not necessarily the right thing to do. These voices [of the government] fundamentally 
misunderstand public attitudes and the role of science in policy-making.  Biology does not give 
us answers.  It gives us options. (Nie, 2002, p. 69) 
 
The Wildlife Commissioner’s introduction revealed the myriad constraints on people’s 
ability to participate in the policy process, and the above proceedings raise concerns about the 
ecological implications of measures such as the Wolf Stamp that have repeatedly failed to 
support or encourage coalitions among diverse stakeholder groups.  In Wolfer, Carter Niemeyer, 
a former government trapper-turned-wildlife advocate, is critical that people are only allowed to 
participate in the policy process after the decision has already been made, "Hearings are a sign 
that the government has already made a decision.  Taking public testimony is just a way to ease 
folks into an idea and let them blow off steam about it" (Niemeyer, 2013, p. 183).  People’s post-
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hoc opportunities to participate are indicative of the power dynamics that government agencies 
employ to control people’s dialogues and retain the current hierarchical practices of a system that 
obscures attention to the full range of human and nonhuman stakeholder interests.  
In conjunction, private institutions such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs) also 
contribute to the polarized public discourse because their continued operations are contingent 
upon their ability to generate funding and public support.  The models of these private agencies 
are rewarded for risk-taking and radical viewpoints, which are appealing to donors and 
foundations.  Although these viewpoints may be good ideas in some scenarios, they are not 
always sufficiently attentive to the incremental steps necessary to achieve realistic outcomes or 
the diverse needs of local communities.  In many instances, the subjective arguments offered by 
private organizations ultimately prove detrimental to the willingness of community members to 
collaborate with one another or tolerate efforts to transform current practices.  As a consequence 
of these public and private agency models, the contemporary policy arena is centered largely on 
litigation, and each conservation “victory” last only until the next lawsuit is filed.   
Thus, the conflicts over initiatives such as the Wolf Stamp proposal necessitate attention 
to the ways in which different stakeholders’ narratives diverge and converge with one another in 
public policy platforms.  To address this need, a political ecological explanation of the Greater 
Yellowstone policy arena is the central focus of this chapter.  Rather than attempt to answer who 
is “right” or “wrong” about the Wolf Stamp, a better question to address is: what are the 
competing public narratives and how do they reflect people’s varying conceptions of society and 
nature as they pertain to carnivore management (Robbins, 2000a; b)?  In this context, I examine 
people’s political positions, concerns, and ecological claims and reveal how the polarized 
discourse is an emergent consequence of the restricted platforms for participation in the decision-
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making processes of predator management.  By elucidating the constraints on people’s 
participation and bureaucracies’ limited attention to diverse perspectives, this discussion shifts 
the focus of people’s critiques from one another “upwards” towards the public and private 
institutions that produce these restrictions on people’s struggles for environmental decision-
making power in the region (McCarthy, 1998; Robbins, 2002; 2006; Wilson, 1997).  This 
discussion is also intended to compel stakeholders to reconfigure how they seek to participate in 
the policy processes of the region through collective and bottom-up advocacy efforts. 
The Cultural Politics of Carnivores: Public Discourse in the GYE 
 
Debates over nature and environmental uncertainty cannot be seen as simple rhetoric or 
ideology, but rather as more deeply contested truths, that people form and defend based on 
highly variable personal idiosyncratic, experience.  In that way, there are actually no “hunters” 
“environmentalists” “or “ranchers” at work in this struggle, not in any essential sense…The 
resolution of policy debates occurs through discourse coalitions, but these are themselves 
configured in complex systems of power and knowledge that also form and reproduce identity. 
(Robbins, 2006, p. 198) 
 
At the Wolf Stamp meeting, people’s comments in support of or opposition to the 
proposal were indicative of the ongoing and increasing polarization of public discourse.  To 
understand how the polarized discourse has emerged and become more entrenched over time, I 
examined the public comments from the hearing according to Clark’s (2008) analysis of 
narratives in the institutional system of wildlife management: 
At the heart of all cultures and human behavior are narratives about people’s basic 
beliefs.  Everyone communicates through stories of one kind or another.  These 
narratives, or stories, tell people about who they are, what is important, and why they do 
what they do.  Narratives abstract and mirror the doctrine (basic beliefs), the formula 
(rules or code for behavior), and the symbols of identification in a person’s or culture’s 
perspective.  Institutions directly manifest these narratives and basic beliefs.  To 
understand the institutional system of wildlife management, we must ask ourselves what 
the core story is, who has the most to say about it, and whose interests or values are most 
served by the story.  We must also ask what competing narratives, if any, might exist and 
how these might affect the institutional and policy dynamic of wildlife management. 
(228) 
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Thus, I thematically analyzed the transcript from the meeting for recurrent topics and concerns in 
people’s comments to the Commission, and there were two competing narratives that emerged 
from people’s discourse in the public arena about the Wolf Stamp.  Although the characterization 
of these narratives is a simplification of a complex dynamic, it is intended to provide a thorough 
understanding of the dominant arguments that people express in public platforms regarding 
carnivore management (Clark, 2008).  Analysis of people’s divergent narratives also frames and 
informs this chapter’s later critiques of the governing agencies and private interest groups that 
structure predator management. 
The competing narratives of anti- versus pro-Wolf Stamp that were prevalent at the 
meeting are another iteration of the conservationist-preservationist, Old West-New West, rural-
urban dichotomies outlined in previous chapters.  Community members who have lived in the 
region for multiple generations (e.g., ranchers, hunters, and other Old West “localists”) 
commonly align with a “states’ rights ideology” that desires authority and control over its 
wildlife and natural resources (Taylor & Clark, 2005).  These individuals are also referred to as 
consumptive users in the public discourse on account of their recreational practices that “take” 
wildlife and other natural resources from the landscape (e.g., game, fish).  By contrast, the term 
“non-consumptive users” refers to the individuals who do not hunt, fish, or “consume” natural 
resources through sport; although their mode of recreation ostensibly involves a different form of 
consumption through wildlife viewing, habitat enjoyment, and exploration of the land.   
Having met with many of the attendees individually before and after the meeting, an 
important distinction about this dichotomy is that the people speaking against or for the Wolf 
Stamp could not be categorized as exclusively consumptive or non-consumptive.  Plenty of Wolf 
Stamp supporters situated themselves hunters and anglers who simultaneously wished to support 
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nonlethal methods of predator management, but the constraints of the meeting limited their 
ability to assume multiple identities or express more nuanced positions.  People had only two 
minutes of speaking time to express their opinions for, against, or neutral to the proposed 
concept, which precluded the possibility that the diverse attendees could express appreciation for 
any overlap in their recreational and other interests in the GYE.  As a consequence, the public 
discourse produces only two narratives: the consumptive users desiring to prevent the Wolf 
Stamp from being enacted and the non-consumptive users wishing to see it become permanent 
legislation.  
Narratives of change: Power struggles in a shifting environmental and social climate 
Historically, consumptive users have been aligned with the state agency personnel of 
FWP, as well as the state game and fish agencies of Idaho and Wyoming (Clark, 2008).  The 
comments of these individuals therefore reflect a resistance to change and a concern about what 
the Wolf Stamp means for the future of state management decisions regarding carnivores and 
other wildlife.  Their comments also reveal a narrative that opposes any legislation to support 
wolves or other carnivores.  By contrast, the narrative of the non-consumptive environmentalists 
is one of change.  Traditionally, these interests have been more closely aligned with federal 
policies that involve government intervention and restrictions on land, wildlife, and natural 
resource management.  Their comments reveal a desire for transformation in FWP practices and 
increased opportunities to participate in carnivore management through initiatives such as the 
Wolf Stamp.  Their comments also argue for the benefits of wolves and the need to support these 
animals’ presence for the overall health and biodiversity of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  
Evident across both sides of the public discourse is distrust for and concern about the opposing 
narrative’s formula for the management of carnivores and the environment of the region. 
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One prevalent theme in the public comments was the desire or opposition to 
environmentalists “having a seat at the table” in state management decisions about carnivores.  
The comments in opposition to the Wolf Stamp reflect a deep concern about what this proposal 
would mean for their opponent's ability to alter the current system of game and fish management.  
These resistant individuals are most served by the current system of management as it stands, 
and their hunting licenses are the biggest source of financial support for departmental operations.  
This proposal, if passed, would bring money to the department from the non-consumptive 
environmental community.  The resistant individuals were adamant in protesting the stamp, and 
their comments imply a fear that this new source of money would create an entitlement amongst 
non-consumptive users to try to dictate state agency decisions.  This fear, both tacit and explicit, 
is pervasive in some of the more divisive anti-Wolf Stamp comments: 
This is just unrealistic, and I can tell you that the opposing side has an agenda.  They 
really do not give a damn about wolves or any of the wildlife. I do not want them sitting 
at the table.  For one thing, it’s just not acceptable to me, and I can’t speak for the entire 
state. For the most part, yeah, I think quite a few people back me up. (David Pfeiffer) 
 
I’m concerned that we may get to the point with various directors of the agency that the 
emotions and the money will take over the professionalism that we see currently.  Many 
of us have lived long enough to see the game herds built to where they are, to record 
populations…Because of this reason, of the money, I’m against anything that would 
allow these groups to have a seat at our sportsman’s table. (Mike Shepard) 
 
If the rule was to go through as it is written, then FWP would have control over what they 
use that money for.  If they change the wording in that to a conservation stamp, that’s 
when the money trail starts causing problems for people.  Because pretty soon, somebody 
says that, ‘I make all those donations, and I paid money, so I have a right to say these 
different things about…’ Anybody that follows what goes on in the nation knows that 
when money starts getting influence, we start having problems. (Tim McKenrick) 
 
All of us know what happens in politics when money is involved in politics, and as soon 
as we have all people that have put money into it, they all of a sudden also decide that 
they have the right to make regulation. (Richard [last name not provided]) 
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The comments of these more resistant community members reveal concerns about the 
possible influence that the environmental community could obtain through investment in the 
department via the Wolf Stamp.  However, they do not acknowledge the power that they 
themselves ostensibly have as members of the hunting and fishing community whose licensing 
fees are influential.  Their resistance to change and concerns about what transformations the 
proposal would bring to the department’s management decisions reflect the contemporary power 
struggles about how land and natural resources are managed in the GYE.  Most of the comments 
from the meeting reflected this struggle and both sides’ aggressive competition for control.  
People’s Wolf Stamp narratives are rooted in a desire to manage whose financial support should 
count for political sway.   
Pro-Wolf Stamp advocates countered these resistant community members by saying that 
these antagonists were not acknowledging their own ways of using money to accomplish their 
objectives with the department.  Their comments call out the inherent contradiction of the more 
extreme commenters’ resistance to change: 
A point I want to make is that some have criticized the stamp for earmarking funds for 
non-lethal purposes.  But earmarking money is nothing new.  For example, again by law, 
wolf hunting license dollars are earmarked for the very specific purposes of collaring and 
lethal control of wolves.  If we have a wolf hunting license that is for lethal aspects of 
wolf management, why shouldn’t we have a Wolf Stamp that pays for non-lethal aspects 
of wolf management? (Zach Strong) 
 
In addition to constructing social barriers to exclude certain communities from participating in 
the state game and fish agencies, some of the anti-Wolf Stamp comments depict a narrative that 
also ignores the financial struggles of these departments across the country and the need for 
additional revenue to continue operating.  A few pro-Wolf Stamp commenters therefore 
attempted to reason in their limited time to speak by arguing that the opportunities for added 
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revenue should be celebrated in light of the current challenges that state and federal agencies 
face in attempting to manage and conserve wildlife: 
As you know, state and federal sources of funding for wildlife conservation are shrinking.  
Similarly, overall participation in hunting has declined and license revenue and excise tax 
have declined.  They can no longer be depended upon to fund agency wildlife work.  
There’s growing urgency for wildlife agencies to diversify their funding base while also 
engaging the non-hunting constituencies. (Derek Goldman) 
 
Why on Earth do we need a Wolf Stamp? The answer is both clear and obvious.  It’s a 
creative marketing opportunity to raise revenue from people who are not currently 
providing revenue to Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks. There’s a significant number of 
people that are specifically interested in the wolf issue. That’s the reason for the Wolf 
Stamp, to raise revenue for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. To point out just one of the issues, 
assisting in funding is good for everybody on all sides of the issue. (Jonathan Proctor) 
 
Although a few people spoke to the contradictions about anti-Wolf Stamp commenters’ 
resistance to change, most of the comments about the desire to have a seat at the table reference 
the large and increasing population of non-consumptive environmentalists in Montana and the 
region.  These comments argue that hunting, fishing, and other consumptive users are a minority 
population in the 21st century, and non-consumptive users should therefore have more 
opportunities to be involved with the decisions about how the land, wildlife, and natural 
resources of this region are used: 
Tourism is one of Montana’s biggest industries, and it’s growing.  We think an agency 
like Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks is trying to take advantage of that and is doing 
themselves a favor.  I don’t see any hidden or secret agenda on their part.  However, our 
[tourist] industry and the conservation community do have an agenda.  We do want a seat 
at the table.  We’re tired of sitting outside the room when critical decisions about wildlife 
management are being made, and our industry is being impacted by that. (Nathan Varley) 
 
I think it’s important that all be involved rather than the 20 percent or so that are the 
sporting milieu. (Ken Pierce) 
 
80 percent of Montanans don’t hunt or buy fishing licenses, and they need a seat at the 
table.  Wildlife belongs to all of us.  The issue here is fairness of access […] It’s an 
opportunity, again, for the wider public to pay to play in support of non-game wildlife. 
(Norman Bishop) 
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I think the Wolf Stamp would be good for us, because then maybe we could be listened to 
as well.  If you have been hearing the hunters and the trappers, they don’t want us at the 
table.  We have had no voice all this time, and we want wolves here.  The small number 
of wolves that are here, this is a big state.  There’s room for more. (Dagmar Riddle) 
 
These comments refer to the reversal in the trajectory of these competing groups’ respective 
regional power.  While hunting remains an integral part of daily life in the region, the relative 
economic clout of these consumptive users has declined as other recreational means of income 
such as wildlife viewing in Yellowstone National Park have increased steadily over the past few 
decades (Robbins, 2006).  This revenue generated from in and out-of-state visitors who do not 
hunt or fish exacerbates the already contentious relationships that many locals have with the non-
consumptive environmental community.  Within this contentious dynamic is an implicit 
contradiction because many of the resistant community members directly benefit from the 
visitors who spend money in the shops, restaurants, and other local businesses owned and 
operated by these individuals. 
 People’s discourse about the potential for non-residents to participate in state 
management was another divergent narrative.  The comments of the pro-Wolf Stamp community 
argue for the benefits of national and international support and the opposing comments argue for 
the perils of “outsiders,” particularly non-hunting outsiders, buying into the department.  Again, 
underlying these comments is a struggle for power that is expressed through discourse about 
policy.  Amongst the pro-Wolf Stamp community, the commenters included people from 
national and international environmental organizations, who cited facts about their widespread 
support as a way to underscore their respective influence: 
I am representing the National Wolf Watchers Association; it is a national group. We are 
on Facebook with enrollment of about 350,000.  We are currently speaking to all these 
people about this Wolf Stamp.  We are getting good positive feedback, but how far is our 
reach?  It is all the way across the US and Europe. It’s in England, it’s in Saudi Arabia, 
and Australia. (Cheryl Elgie) 




We [Defenders of Wildlife] are just one of many conservation groups interested in this 
issue.  We look forward to promoting Montana’s Wolf Stamp to our 1.2 million members 
and supporters nationwide. (Jonathan Proctor) 
 
While the above comments emphasize the large networks of support that these Washington D.C. 
based environmental organizations possess, such an approach is counter-productive in creating 
support amongst local communities.  It produced a great deal of hostility amongst other attendees 
who argued against this national and international presence:  
If you follow the money that this thing will generate, I don’t think we need Saudi Arabia, 
England, people like that dictating how we manage our wolves. (Frank Donahue) 
 
Moreover, speaking as representative of an organization, which was a pattern across the political 
spectrum at the meeting, was detrimental to attendees’ ability to relate with one another as 
individuals, and it shifted the narrative to a dehumanized, organizational level.  As state agencies 
face the pressing challenge of continuing to manage wildlife and obtain a greater funding base 
for future operations, it is evident that the need exists to transform current management practices 
and opportunities for public support.  However, people’s tendency to speak as representatives of 
organizations that night created an even greater disconnect amongst the diverse and concerned 
community of stakeholders. 
 Given their desire to retain the current institutional system of wildlife management as it 
stands, many anti-Wolf Stamp commenters argued that the proposal was risking the integrity of 
the department and the game and fish model that hunters and related interests have spent the last 
century building.  The distrust of others and resistance to change is evident in their comments: 
We need to continue with the management plan as in place.  I’m opposed to any changes 
in that at this time. (Tim McKenrick) 
 
I’m opposed to the Wolf Stamp […] I feel like they’re taking a hundred years of game 
management models and throwing it out the window to try something new, and I’m not in 
favor of it. If you want more money we have to make more opportunities for people to 
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get involved.  We also have other ways for people to donate to wolf management…They 
can make a monetary donation without buying anything.  I’m opposed to this. I think it’s 
a lame-brained idea. (Neal Jacobson) 
 
I’m thoroughly against this Wolf Stamp Conservation Stamp proposal.  I think it’s an 
open invitation for the anti-hunting community to work their way into our fish and 
wildlife and parks department and probably set an example across the nation for other 
organizations to do the same. I haven’t heard anything tonight that said this was 
compliant with the Pittman-Robertson Act.10  I think it has a chance to jeopardize our 
Pittman-Robertson successes that build up over the last 75 years, and that chance of 
destroying that success I think it totally unacceptable. (Jim Homison) 
 
Some commenters were also skeptical that the involvement of the non-consumptive community 
would last beyond the initial novelty of the legislative item:  
You’re also talking about the fact that you think you’re going to get money from these 
wolf advocates. What happens in year two or three after the novelty wears off?  I really 
think we’re crossing some kind of Rubicon here by allowing a Wolf Stamp program like 
this.  I don’t hunt much anymore, but my tax in Pittman-Robertson is a heck of a lot 
higher than the 6.3 cents that is taken as non-game check off11 by the average Montana 
taxpayer. (Dave Stringer) 
 
This close connection between the revenue from sporting goods purchases and the operations of 
state game and fish departments reveals why sportsmen are closely aligned with these agencies.  
Thus, many hunters and supporters of the current system cited the Pittman-Robertson Act and 
the ways in which the Wolf Stamp ostensibly jeopardizes the already existing game and fish 
model that hunters, ranchers, and other local traditions have helped to build (and influence).  
                                                
10	  The	  Pittman-­‐‑Robertson	  Act	  is	  in	  reference	  to	  the	  Federal	  Aid	  in	  Wildlife	  Restoration	  Act	  (1937),	  which	  is	  a	  
bill	  that	  was	  sponsored	  by	  Nevada	  Senator	  Key	  Pittman	  and	  Virginia	  Congressman	  Absalom	  Willis	  Robertson.	  	  
The	  Act	  was	  the	  result	  of	  cooperation	  among	  state	  game	  and	  fish	  agencies,	  the	  federal	  government,	  
conservation	  groups	  and	  the	  sporting	  arms	  industry	  to	  provide	  federal	  aid	  to	  states	  for	  the	  management	  and	  
restoration	  of	  wildlife.	  	  The	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior	  takes	  funds	  from	  an	  11	  percent	  excise	  tax	  on	  sporting	  
arms	  and	  ammunition	  and	  apportions	  this	  money	  to	  states	  on	  a	  formula	  based	  partially	  upon	  the	  number	  of	  
hunters	  per	  state.	  	  The	  apportioned	  money	  must	  be	  used	  on	  certain	  projects,	  which	  include:	  acquisition	  and	  
improvement	  of	  wildlife	  habitat,	  introduction	  of	  wildlife	  into	  suitable	  habitat,	  research	  into	  wildlife	  problems,	  
surveys	  and	  inventories	  of	  wildlife	  problems,	  acquisition	  and	  development	  of	  access	  facilities	  for	  public	  use,	  
and	  hunter	  education	  programs,	  including	  construction	  and	  operation	  of	  public	  target	  ranges	  (Kallman,	  
1987).	  	  As	  part	  of	  this	  legislation,	  only	  a	  state’s	  game	  and	  fish	  department	  can	  use	  this	  money.	  	  
	  
11	  A	  check-­‐‑off	  is	  a	  program	  in	  which	  a	  taxpayer	  "checks	  off"	  a	  contribution	  to	  state	  programs	  on	  a	  state	  
personal	  income	  tax	  form.	  	  Montana	  has	  a	  voluntary	  check	  off	  for	  nongame	  wildlife	  programs	  run	  by	  FWP.	  	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  commenter’s	  estimate,	  the	  check	  off	  contribution	  is	  at	  the	  discretion	  of	  the	  taxpayer.	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The anti-Wolf Stamp commenters also referenced the Act to argue that the sportsmen 
(hunters and anglers) are the only people who have been the consistent supporters of the state 
departments; unlike the non-consumptive community, which they argue has only recently 
attempted to participate in state wildlife management.  Their comments raise the controversial 
topic of the wolf reintroduction to underscore their claims as consistent and honest supporters of 
wildlife.  By contrast, their comments situate the non-consumptive users as being entirely anti-
hunting, which was not the case for everyone.  They also situated non-consumptive users as liars 
due to how the wolf reintroduction led to more wolves than the federal government initially 
declared: 
Truly what is unique and creative is the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937 when we decided 
to tax ourselves for the benefit of wildlife.  That was a very unique and creative solution 
to wildlife conservation, and we are now reaping the rewards of our grandfathers’ efforts.  
The wild game check-off in Montana is the exact thing that this [stamp] would do, other 
than provide a sticker or stamp to the end user.  The only exception is strings attached 
that the anti-hunting groups are trying to attach to the rule, so this is why we oppose 
it…I’d just like to ask whether non-sportsmen funded efforts have gone according to 
plan? I would bring you exhibit A, the wolf reintroduction, where the only side that has 
stood up to their word is the sportsmen. (Matt Ulberg) 
 
I guess I would ask these people where they’ve been for the last 20 years, as the sports 
people, the sports men and women of Montana have ridden this wolf program on their 
back.  I would suggest that if we do this wolf conservation stamp, that they put the money 
back in the fund of all the money that the sportsmen and women in this country have 
already paid to have these wolves.  (Drew Kraft) 
 
A few people went on to threaten to pull their current support if the Wolf Stamp was passed, and 
their comments allude to paranoia about how the department is changing to conform to the ideals 
of the non-consumptive users: 
This really gave me heartburn and raised my blood pressure. I don’t think it’s beneficial 
for the agency to move forward with this Wolf Stamp as written. We request that—“we” 
being the Beaverhead County Commissioner, Madison County Commissioner, Jefferson 
County Commissioner, southwest Montana stockmen, city of Dillon, and Beaverhead 
Outdoors Association—we request a meeting be held in Dillon, Springs, Sheridan, or 
Ennis.  All of our producers are busy putting up hay, combining, chasing cows, whatever.  
      
 
 172 
We would still like to have a meeting down there if you could see fit so that the local 
producers could speak.  One more thing here, and I’ll keep it short.  Is this agency being a 
good neighbor and fostering a positive relationship with landowners?  How many 
landowners will pull their [support] because of the behind the scenes deal? (Jay Turner) 
 
An additional factor about the anti-Wolf Stamp comments above is that they are all from 
men.  When I counted the ratio of men to women at the region three office, it was over 5:1.  This 
ratio was typical of most meetings, and it necessitates attention because the comments of the 
public are therefore more reflective of men’s ideals and identity concerns such as threats to 
livelihood or social standing in their tight-knit communities (Collard, 2014; Elder, Wolch, & 
Emel, 1998a; 1998b; Emel, 1995; Haraway, 1988; 1989; Harding, 1998; Johnston, 2008; 
Urbanik, 2012).  While a few women stood to speak in opposition to the Wolf Stamp, most of 
the female commenters spoke in support of the proposal.  However, the ratio of men to women in 
support of the stamp was still skewed towards a predominantly male population.  This gender 
dynamic is revealing about the conceptual and material threats that wolves present to male-
dominated industries like hunting, fishing, and ranching.  It also suggests why the discourse 
persistently evoked connotations of power, dominance, and control (Elder, Wolch, & Emel, 
1998a; 1998b; Emel, 1995; Haraway, 1989; 1998; Lynn, 1998).   
As a contrast to the comments that imply a fear about the possible shift in power that 
would occur with the passing of the Wolf Stamp, the comments of pro-Wolf Stamp advocates 
suggest that they viewed this proposal as a way to save the agencies from their current financial 
constraints.  Rather than view themselves as the demise of FWP, these comments indicate that 
the non-consumptive users position themselves as presenting a transformative and salvaging 
opportunity for the department.  Additionally, these comments imply an expectation and a desire 
for the Wolf Stamp to serve as a model to other state game and fish agencies to transform their 
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departments through greater opportunities for participation across different modes of recreation 
and consumption of natural resources: 
I wholeheartedly support the adoption of the Wolf Stamp. I commend the Commission 
for the obvious thought and hard work and creativity that went into the decision to put 
this together. I think it speaks very well for the state of Montana that we’re coming up 
with creative ideas like this, and it makes me proud to be a Montanan.  I think the stamp 
is a huge plus, not only for wolves but for wildlife and wildlife enthusiasts.  It’s 
obviously a win-win, because it brings money to the Department, money that is needed, 
and it takes absolutely nothing away. (Sue Lamb Stephenson-Love) 
 
This will offer an opportunity for the non-consumptive users that come and generate over 
$35 million annually into our Montana State economy, increasing tax revenue bases of 
which we all benefit from.  This will allow [non-consumptive users] to participate in a 
proactive prototype program in the nation, as we switch from approximately four to six 
percent of the country that hunts, whereas over 37 percent of the people who visit 
Montana explicitly come here to watch wildlife…This is now an opportunity for the non-
consumptive users to go and fund the time that they have to come here to see the animals 
we’re here to see. (Cat Brekken) 
 
We strongly support the concept, and we applaud the fact that it’s unique, it’s a new 
model, it is something other people are watching and can learn from. (Paula Gordon) 
 
Problematically, some of these commenters became derogatory and raised the “ignorant redneck 
stereotype” of people who held opposing beliefs about the Wolf Stamp and its implications.  
While it is shortsighted of their opposition to resist financial support for their state game and fish 
agency, these derogatory comments were not supportive of the need for coalition building: 
I’m a retired wildlife biologist, and I’d like to say that wildlife management in Montana 
is dependent upon a well-informed public in as much as this proposal will increase 
funding towards education and outreach to better inform the public.  I wouldn’t use the 
terms that have been used such as howling stupidity, but I will say that there is a raging 
ignorance about wolf biology among a certain segment of the public. In as much as this 
will help eliminate that ignorance and better inform the public. (Hugh Gniadek) 
 
These comments of Wolf Stamp supporters also indicate that they viewed this proposal as 
something entirely beneficial and win-win for everyone.  However, these supporters face the 
obstacle that such a transformation is the exact opposite of what people with divergent opinions 
about the Wolf Stamp want: greater involvement of out-of-state interests, increased opportunities 
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for non-consumptive users to influence how animals like carnivores are managed in state game 
and fish agencies, and, most importantly, more chances for wolves to thrive in the GYE.  The 
concept of the Wolf Stamp would be generally beneficial to the greater Yellowstone community 
through its objectives to enhance nonlethal predator management, increase educational 
opportunities, and support proactive coexistence measures; problematically, the practice and 
application of this stamp faced the resistance of an obdurate interest group largely unwilling to 
change.  The greatest obstacle for the non-consumptive community seeking to transform their 
opportunities for participation and political power is therefore rooted in the barriers associated 
with local traditions’ deeply entrenched resistance to modify their practices.   
There is an inherent paradox in these competing narratives’ opposition with one another.  
Hunters and environmentalists share an extraordinarily similar desire to protect their place 
(Robbins, 2000a; 2000b; 2006).  As the above comment illustrates, certain people in the non-
consumptive environmental community regard local hunters and agricultural interests with 
disdain and view them as not knowing much about the environment; yet, my hunting trip and 
conversations with various recreationists revealed that a lack of ecological knowledge is not an 
accurate or fair generalization that can be made about these individuals.  Rather, the problem lies 
in the cumulative consequences of the anti-Wolf Stamp community’s unwillingness to accept 
change in conjunction with the denigrating of consumptive users as “barstool biologists”12 by 
some of the more radical pro-Wolf Stamp advocates.  To address this dual problem, there needs 
to be a shift in the regional imaginary of nature, carnivores, and use of natural resources that 
espouses respect for local knowledge, while conceding the need to compromise and modify 
current practices in wildlife management and recreation.  This conclusion is not entirely a new 
                                                
12	  "Barstool	  biologist”	  is	  a	  termed	  coined	  by	  Robbins	  (2006)	  to	  describe	  how	  the	  ecological	  
knowledge	  of	  local	  hunters	  is	  often	  discredited	  as	  pure	  anecdote	  and	  hearsay.	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formulation of past struggles; yet, it necessitates reconsideration because the public opposition 
prevents attention to the lack of bureaucratic efforts to build relationships and support coalitions 
around common interests of natural resource conservation in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. 
So the wolf won’t eat me: Threats, material and conceptual 
If any animal can handle the hopes and fears of mankind, it’s the wolf.  But doing that makes 
living here and everything about our changing world that much harder because they’re not as 
bad as people feared they’d be, and they’re not as good as people hoped they’d be either.  It’s 
just, they’re wolves. You know? (E. Bangs, personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
The prevailing narratives of these opposing interests are indicative of the ongoing power 
struggles in wildlife management in the GYE, and the fact that this legislation pertained to the 
“lightning rods of controversy” in the region—wolves—made the debates all the more 
contentious.  Having previously spoken with a few people who intentionally did not attend the 
meeting, these individuals confided to me that a stamp for wolves was the wrong choice of 
animal.  If anything, my experiences reaffirmed these individuals’ ideas and suggested that 
FWP’s decision to focus on the most divisive of the three large carnivores reinforced the chasm 
amongst community of predatory stakeholders in the GYE.  For instance, the people speaking in 
opposition to the Wolf Stamp restated the ongoing argument that wolves have “decimated” the 
elk population in the last twenty years since their reintroduction:  
You talk about putting wolf wardens in, but you’re not going to need any wolf wardens 
because there’s not going to be any game to hunt in these areas.  That’s why I think this is 
a problem. (Dave Stringer) 
 
Due to the loss of the northern Yellowstone National Park herds and the scattering of 
other herds, there has been reduced hunting quality.  This equates to out of state hunters, 
especially, not coming to our area, which is reducing revenue. (Steve Jennings) 
 
These individuals spoke about the loss of elk as a way to express a concern that their hunting 
business and support for the outfitting industry in Montana will continue to decline if a stamp to 
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support wolves were enacted.  Within these comments is a concern about the loss of one’s ability 
to continue to ply his or her trade in a shifting recreational economy and changing physical 
environment that is simultaneously due to the presence of wolves and the detrimental effects of 
climate change:  
When you take away wildlife management and the department starts pushing this Wolf 
Conservation Stamp, you’re going to see public sentiment go down more than it is, about 
the department and the way that it handles things.  You’re also going to cause a lot of 
problems with non-resident hunters, once they understand the department is pushing a 
stamp that is going to enhance and protect wolves.  You’re going to have less people 
show up here to hunt.  Therefore your financial outlook is going to go down, and you’re 
going to lose any cooperation you have with landowners now.  It’s going to be depleted 
completely. (Paul Rossignol) 
 
In contrast to these individuals who view wolves as having destroyed the most important part of 
the ecosystem (i.e., a large elk population), the competing argument reaffirmed the beneficial 
ecological niche that wolves play in the GYE through trophic cascades.  These commenters 
argued that the Wolf Stamp was an opportunity to invest in an initiative that would further 
enhance the possibility of ecosystem health through supporting wolves’ presence: 
It is a way to balance human needs with that of the rest of the ecosystem and the stamp 
itself is a wonderful model in how it achieves a balance and is supportive of entire 
ecosystems, and in this case the predators who’ve been keeping those systems clean and 
healthy. (Paula Gordon) 
 
Some of the anti-Wolf Stamp commenters framed wolves as cold-blooded killers to 
illustrate their point about why the Wolf Stamp should be not only rejected but also eliminated 
from any further considerations by MFWPD in the future: 
Anybody that thinks the wolf is a romantic creature needs to see a winter yard with bear, 
elk, moose or whatever it just ripped to shreds.  There’s no easy way with these wolves. 
They’re coldblooded killers that rip their way to death.  (Drew Kraft) 
 
I’m strongly opposed to the Wolf Stamp, unless you change the name of it to “Stamp out 
the Wolf.”  I don’t want any money spent on wolf management unless it is lethal control 
[…] They were an illegal introduction of a non-native predator in the first place. (Frank 
Donahue) 




All you have to do is take a look at Yellowstone.  A herd of 20,000 elk now down to 
2,500.  It isn’t the hunters that reduced it.  It was the wolves that reduced that.  I have a 
hard time trying to find moose around the country too.  The wolves are responsible for 
that.  The wolves also killed 20 bighorn sheep.  They just killed them.  They left them 
laying.  They killed between 25, up to 100 sheep and just left them laying there.  They’re 
just ruthless killers.  They have no place here. (Mike Matteson) 
 
Such comments suggest an effort to instigate support from some of the more reticent anti-Wolf 
Stamp attendees that night.  By calling the wolf reintroduction illegal and describing wolves as 
non-native predators, these individuals were instigating their constituency on matters that are not 
true.  First, the reintroduction was a legal act according to federal proceedings (Smith & 
Ferguson, 2005), but not everyone in the region supported it.  This distinction is significant.  It 
would be more accurate and productive to argue that the bureaucrats did not respect the wishes 
of all the constituencies involved in the decision to reintroduce wolves to Yellowstone and these 
same constituencies are still facing the direct consequences of this decision in their daily lives. 
Furthermore, the depiction of wolves as non-native predators is in reference to a 
perpetuated myth that the wolves reintroduced into Yellowstone were a different species of 
Canadian wolf—bigger, more damaging to game populations, and more “cold-blooded” in their 
predatory instincts than the former northern gray wolves that were exterminated from the GYE in 
the early 20th century.  Having spoken with Doug Smith and other wildlife biologists, this 
distinction is unfounded by scientific inquiry on species divergence in wolves (Clark, 2008; 
Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Smith & Ferguson, 2005).  In addition to reigniting a fear-based myth 
about wolves, these comments are also detrimental to the hunting community because they 
reaffirm the unfair and (largely) untrue stereotype of sportsmen as ignorant barstool biologists.  
These vocal antagonists, while not representative of the hunting and consumptive constituency at 
large, are commonly depicted as the dominant archetype of the anti-Wolf Stamp community due, 
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in part, to their high profile and to the problematic nature of the decision-making process in the 
region.  As Becky Weed’s earlier comment clarified, the ones who show up and speak at these 
meetings are the angriest and most hostile individuals, which means that the more nuanced 
perspectives of other community members are often not revealed or addressed in the limited and 
procedural public participation opportunities. 
Myths and (mis)management. The hopes and fears that people were displacing onto the 
potential Wolf Stamp are connected to the prevalent and competing social constructions that 
have been projected onto the various carnivores of the region.  Specifically, these comments 
raised themes about the myths, positive and negative, material and conceptual, of wolves that 
make them the most controversial of the GYE’s large carnivores.  Myths are examined here as 
the symbolic profiles that people employ to construct their arguments in social and political 
platforms about carnivores.  For instance, the anecdotal stories, scientific (mis)information, and 
rhetoric surrounding these animals that have little to do with their actual physical presence on the 
landscape and more to do with cultural assumptions and biases that have become ingrained over 
time (Wilson, 1997).  The myths that wolves have become laden with through the complex 
social, environmental, and political human processes over time were a persistent undercurrent 
throughout the public discourse at meetings such as the Wolf Stamp one, as well as in my 
individual interviews.  In my earlier conversation with the Wolf Recovery Coordinator from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ed Bangs, he was unsurprised by my discovery about wolves 
being constructed as disproportionately more provocative than grizzlies or cougars:  
The thing about wolves as you probably saw in your interviews, is talk to people about 
wolf issues, and you’ll talk about everything BUT wolves themselves.  You have a little 
bit of that with grizzly bears, but not as much.  And then certainly not as much with 
mountain lions.  And part of the reason is, mountain lions were never totally 
exterminated.  They were always part of that North American model of hunting and all 
that kind of stuff. (personal communication, August, 2014). 




He went on to explain some of the reasons why wolves are the most heavily contested of the 
large carnivores: 
This wolf stuff you’re hearing about is not about wolves, they’re highly symbolic.  
There’s, in the storied or modern history of the world, the two land mammals with the 
greatest natural distribution on Earth are wolves and people.  So, wolves and people have 
been interacting and competing for thousands of years, before recorded time.  I mean 
thousands and thousands of years.  And so they’re deeply ingrained in our society, which 
is dominated by Western, or Northern Hemisphere culture.  So, there’s all kinds of 
reasons.  The wolf was used in the Bible as the example, the symbol of the dark side of 
human nature.  And people bought that symbolism and just thought wolves are the spawn 
of Satan.  So there’s a long history, AND wolves directly compete with people.  So all 
that stuff is at work, but the bottom line is, wolves have to live in pretty rural areas like 
here.  One thing that I really like about them is that they’re wolves.  And they’re always 
honest with who they are, good and bad and ugly.  So they DO cause problems for 
ranchers. They DO compete for game.  They DO all of these things, but so do we.  Yeah, 
they can hurt people, but it’s very rare.  The people who you talk to that have to live with 
those wolves, they don’t like them as much as a New Yorker because wolves will kill 
their dog on the front porch or they think their kids are threatened, or the wolves kill their 
livestock.  [With the reintroduction] suddenly people here had to change their life, and in 
the West, it was a lot of people who had to change their whole lives to adjust (personal 
communication, August, 2014). 
 
This support for wolves from people who live in other areas further incites the conceptual threats 
that wolves pose and informs some of the hatred for outsiders that is displaced onto these 
animals.  Whereas people from other areas of the U.S. (e.g., California, Washington D.C., and 
New York) think wolves and their reintroduction are purely beneficial, many locals diametrically 
oppose this conception and view wolves as a personal attack on their ways of life.   
Research from Clark and Casey (1995) on the myths of wolves that people retain through 
stories, folklore, and other legends affirms Ed’s arguments:  
The great gray wolf that haunts the imagination of North Americans does not travel 
lightly.  Wherever he goes, whatever he does, he is burdened with a heavy load that we 
have laid on him—all our images of him, our dreams, our fears, our stories.  They have 
accumulated over the centuries, carried from many lands in the Old World, dredged from 
the ancient past of North America’s own people, fashioned anew in the New World’s 
peculiar geography, history, and society (p. xiii). 
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In my earlier conversation with Becky Weed, she cited research that found how people’s 
tendency to imbue wolves with symbolic meaning is so deeply ingrained in the human psyche 
that there is a difference in people’s stress response to these animals compared to other 
carnivores such as grizzlies.  The findings suggest a biological basis for people’s reactions to 
wolves that is linked to our close evolutionary history of competing with them for resources:  
 There are some people who have done studies on this in the Southern Rockies because 
there have been proposals to reintroduce both grizzlies and wolves there.  And they hired 
all of these consultants to do studies of this question, and first of all, they documented 
that people really do react differently to wolves than grizzly bears.  And somebody was 
quoting some Scandinavian researchers recently who had actually gone to the trouble of 
measuring people’s cortisol levels when they were looking at imagery of wolves versus 
bears and stuff.  And people have a more pronounced stress reaction to wolves.  And in 
this study in the Southern Rockies, they didn’t measure cortisol levels, but it was 
basically the same thing.  It was a social psychology survey, and it was pretty 
unambiguous, people have more fearful, more hostile reactions to wolves than bears. 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
This stress response is likely borne out of the ancestral threats of wolves in European history 
when these animals did scavenge on humans; however, these ancestral threats are retained 
through myths that have little basis in the North American experience of settlers in the past 150 
years (Clark & Casey, 1995; Graves, 2007).  Problematically, the fear of wolves as a human 
safety threat persists (Figure 4.4). 




Figure 4.4. Wolves have a long and varied history of conflicting myths that simultaneously portray them 
as good and evil.  Photo collage adapted from Tom Dickson (2014). 
 
Despite people’s biological stress response to wolves and the European roots of Western 
wolf hatred, the history of wolf attacks on people in North America has given us little reason to 
fear wolves yet greater reasons to be concerned about attacks by grizzly or cougars (Linnell et 
al., 2002; Smith, Peterson, & Houston, 2003).  Although wolves have attacked very few people 
(and killed even fewer) in the last century, they remain the most “dangerous” carnivores 
according to vocal wolf opponents in public renderings.  These renderings are paradoxical 
considering their genetic relatedness and behavioral similarity to dogs—man’s best friend.  Doug 
confirmed the disproportionate conceptual fear of wolf attacks compared to the corporeal threats 
that grizzlies and cougars can present if people fail to practice safety precautions: 
Wolves are really not a human safety threat.  Bears and cougars are.  Very much so.  
Wolves will never attack you.  So wolves living in the wild, the first time it sees you, it 
will never attack you.  A cougar might attack you the first time it encounters a person.  Or 
a bear will, and there’s all kinds of circumstantial things about cougars and bears that 
lead to attacks.  But there are many human attacks, there’s attacks on humans by cougars 
and bears every year in the United States.  There is roughly, and this is just a rough 
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estimate, 20 people killed from wolves in North American in the last 100 years.  But 
having said that, and I talked to the bear people about this a fair bit, there is this kind of 
overarching predator hatred, and wolves stand above it.  There is predator hatred.  And 
then there’s wolf hatred.  They hate wolves the worst.  And they’re not a human safety 
threat, but bears and cougars kill livestock and elk and deer, but they hate wolves more.  
And I don’t know where that comes from, wolves are in their own special category. It’s 
interesting you picked up on that. (personal communication, July 2014) 
 
Doug added that because wolves are most similar to people, they are therefore the greatest 
perceived threat to people who are resistant to change:  
There’s a couple very astute and lifelong wolf researchers who think that our dislike of 
wolves stems from the fact that above all other carnivores, they’re the most like us.  So 
the competition with them is the most intense.  We compete with all the predators, but the 
competition with wolves is personal (personal communication, July, 2014).   
 
Whereas wolves are perceived of as menacing, Ed described how many people view 
grizzlies as loveable cartoon characters: 
Bears are thought to be as, well they’re gone half of the time, they’re hibernating, they’re 
just eating berries, they’re gentle forest creatures. That’s how they’re portrayed in the 
cartoons and stuff most of the time.  Yogi Bear yea yea yea…And they’re by themselves, 
and they’re just kind of ambling along.  You see them fishing or people think they eat 
berries, things like that. (personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
This symbolism of bears as gentle forest creatures is particularly troubling because there have 
been multiple attacks on recreationists by grizzlies due to people’s failure to follow proper safety 
measures of carrying bear spray, traveling in groups, and staying on trails (White, Garrott, & 
Plumb, 2013).  When people allow their conceptions of grizzlies to distort their precautionary 
measures, the consequences are fatal—often for the people as well as the bears.  Recently, one 
hiker was killed by a grizzly sow and her two cubs for failing to follow all three measures.  Not 
only did the grizzly kill him, but the bear was also euthanized when she was found and her cubs 
were sent to a zoo (Hetter, 2015).  When people allow their symbolism and inattention to the 
material capacities of these animals to distort their practices, it is problematic for people and 
wildlife alike.   
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Thus, there are physical threats that these various carnivores present to people, but it is 
the failure to follow safety practices that is what most often leads to fatal consequences for 
human and nonhuman predators.  There is a shared responsibility that is a part of daily life in the 
GYE, but people’s resistance to accept this responsibility manifests itself as conceptual threats to 
safety rather than serving as an imperative to transform and firmly implement safety practices for 
locals and visitors.  There is not sufficient accountability at the community level to hold people 
responsible for their own actions in carnivore habitat, and the carnivore management debates 
remain relegated to conceptual safety threats that neither address this need for accountability nor 
attend to the subsequent consequences for carnivores.  For instance, as an opportunistic 
carnivore, the grizzly sow was behaving as any bear would; upon encountering a source of food, 
she attacked and provided for her offspring (Craighead & Craighead, 1972; 1974; Craighead, 
Sumner, & Mitchell, 1995).  Consequently, this attack proved fatal for her and the person 
traveling alone.  Greater attention should be paid to holding the public accountable for making 
dangerous decisions in their recreational practices rather than communicating about conceptual 
threats of wolves (or other carnivores) as harbingers of foreign influence and the federal 
government in policy arenas.   
 Unlike wolves or grizzlies, cougars are relatively unattended to in people’s myths and 
debates about the threats that carnivores present, and the lack of symbolism ascribed to these 
animals is largely a product of their behaviors (Hornocker & Negri, 2009).  Sometimes referred 
to as “shadow cats” or “ghost cats,” cougars are far less visible on the landscape (Logan & 
Sweanor, 2001).  It is very rare that a person ever sees a cougar; wolves, by contrast, are a much 
more visible creature due to their tendency to travel in packs, and interact with people in a 
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different manner.  Thus, the mythology displaced onto cougars is far less pervasive than the 
symbolism people imbue onto wolves or grizzlies:  
The difference is, with cats, so a mountain lion has a smaller home range.  Normally, 
you’ll have a male, he’ll have an area of 100 square miles.  And you’ll have three females 
in his territory of like 25 square miles.  And cats tend to stay in rougher broken country, 
and they’re by themselves most of their life. They cross roads and stuff, but they really 
don’t walk them.  So what you’ll hear from hunters or people outdoors all the time is, 
‘Everywhere I went there was freaking wolf tracks.’ This gives the appearance of super-
abundance.  The reason for that is wolves choose to walk on trails and roads just like 
people because they have to travel from here to here, and there’s a road.  Hell, they’re 
just going to get on that road like a person would and go.  And so, you’ll see their tracks 
and you encounter their tracks very commonly.  And their tracks are like that big and 
there’s a bunch of them, so they’re very obvious.  And they travel like ten miles a day, 
they use three to five hundred square miles, and so they’re leaving tracks all over the 
place.  With cats that doesn’t happen.  I don’t know how long I’ve been here.  I spent a 
lot of time out in the woods and stuff and I’ve seen mountain lions out in the woods like 
twice.  You just don’t see them because they’re more secretive.  They’re more secretive, 
and when a cat sees you, you usually don’t even know it.  A wolf just stands there or it 
runs off fifty yards and looks back at you.  Lions are just like, they just crouch down, you 
don’t see them, they’re the most secretive.  But density-wise, they’re about the same on 
the landscape. (Ed Bangs, personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
My interview with David Mattson, a scientist from the U.S. Geological Survey who has 
lived and worked in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and other areas where carnivores dwell 
for many years, further clarified the symbolism around wolves compared to other predators.  
Having witnessed varying degrees of hatred and fear projected onto wolves, grizzlies, and 
cougars, he turned my attention to the parallels of wolves as modern day witches—scapegoats 
for the existential threats that changing social and environmental factors pose to people’s safety 
and livelihoods: 
I’ve recently really gotten interested in the early modern witch craze in Europe in trying 
to understand [the wolf conflicts].  And I see it as directly relevant to things like, why do 
we relate to wolves the way we do, unlike how some other people relate to wolves the 
way they do.  And it’s through a process of demonization because of the identifications 
that are placed on wolves.  The symbolic construction of wolves as being you know, 
these beasts of Satan that we imposed upon us by the alien other.  Again.  The people on 
the coasts.  Through federal policy as you know, and with the federal government at [the 
wolves’] behest.  So it creates, it inflames all sorts of anxieties and you’ve got to 
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juxtapose that with hunters and livestock producers feeling existentially threatened.  
Hunting is in decline.  Ranching, in many places, not in every place, but in many places 
is on the ropes.  It has been financially stressed.  It is being restructured and reconfigured.  
So, subject to these HUGE pressures with which they have no control whatsoever. So, I 
think there’s this massive displacement that goes on.  You know, wolves are a lightning 
rod just like old female unmarried midwives were the target as witches.  There’s no 
LOGIC to that other than through the construction of them and the displacement of 
anxiety onto them.  And you know, this is why you had witch persecution.  It’s again a 
very complex thing…(…)…It’s a web, I mean, you’re talking about disease, climate 
deterioration, famine, increased death, declining fecundity, war as a result of 
destabilization of all sorts of things, loss of centralized authority, a persecution society 
organized around a witch doctrine, informed by misogynistic males in a paternalistic 
society.  I would use that as an explanation, especially with wolves (…) What you’ve just 
described, these animals embody all these debates. (David Mattson, personal 
communication, July, 2014) 
 
David’s observations reaffirm the key issues I identified in my earlier analysis of everyday life in 
the GYE that make wolf hatred far more vitriolic than people’s dislike of grizzlies or cougars.  
Plus, part of the mythology around wolves is that they are disguised threats: e.g., Red Riding 
Hood’s grandmother; a wolf in sheep’s clothing.  As modern witches and threats in disguise, 
wolves have come to embody the imposition of the federal government, the threats of “others” 
(nonlocals and other environmentalists who wish to influence and change policy), and the 
declining viability of livelihoods such as ranching and hunting.   
The different symbolic profiles of the GYE’s large carnivores all retain core similarities 
that evoke contrasting emotions such as fear and respect as well as a host of other emotional 
responses.  These similarities are rooted in their behavioral traits that parallel those of people: 
e.g., meat-eaters, intelligent, and animals that provide their offspring with prolonged care (Casey 
& Clark, 1992; 1995; Herzog, 2010; Lopez, 1978).  This closeness of people and nonhuman 
carnivores engenders the paradoxical admiration and hatred that I witnessed throughout my 
research.  In conjunction with the myriad ways that people have imbued wolves, grizzlies, and 
cougars with myths that extend beyond their physical presence on the landscape, these animals 
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are also entangled in people’s broader attitudes and perceptions about nature and wildlife: e.g., 
conservationist versus preservationist, rural agriculturalist versus urban environmentalist, and—
in the instance of the Wolf Stamp—consumptive use versus non-consumptive use of natural 
resources (Clark, 2008; Cronon, 1996a; 1996b; Flores, 2001; McCarthy, 1998; 2002; Robbins, 
2000a; 2000b; 2006).  The entrenched myths of wolves and other carnivores are relevant to these 
differences in people’s perspectives because they are prevalent yet unattended to in public 
forums on governance issues such as the Wolf Stamp.  Wolves, grizzlies, and cougars are 
symbols that demarcate the battle lines of people’s long-standing conflicts over: (1) differential 
access to political power, (2) conflicting ideas about environmental management and 
conservation, and (3) divergent beliefs about nature (Wilson, 1997).  Recognizing these symbolic 
demarcations is important because it removes the unfair burdens that people displace onto these 
animals and redirects that attention to the concerns at hand. 
Privileging wolves over wildlife 
 In contrast to the myths about wolves that get raised in public meetings by both sides of 
the opposition, a more reasoned argument of some anti-Wolf Stamp commenters asserted that the 
stamp unfairly privileges one species over the many other fauna of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem: 
I’m opposed to this stamp, basically on the grounds that Fish, Wildlife and Parks stands 
for wildlife not wolf.  We need to support all wildlife if we’re going to do that.  Putting 
one species over the rest of all animals in this area I don’t think is right. (Joe Mitchell) 
 
I would say, how about a stamp for other animals? (Neal Jacobson) 
 
There is already a conservation stamp, and we encourage all people to contribute to the 
existing conservation stamp program.  Creating a new administration and a new office 
does nothing for wildlife concerns.  Management for one species rather than all species is 
detrimental to all species. (Steve Jennings) 
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I represent the Montana Boat Owners Association.  The membership of MBA expressed 
quite strongly we’d like to see a separate designation for such a stamp.  We'd like to see a 
general wildlife stamp, rather than what’s being proposed.  We’re very focused on 
maintaining a predator-prey balance, which preserves healthy undulate populations…We 
don’t want to jeopardize the department’s current efforts at bringing predators into 
balance with game populations and so those are the reasons why we’d support a variation 
on opinion as some other groups have mentioned and would like to see it directed 
towards a general wildlife stamp. (Jo [last name not provided]) 
 
Right now, the idea is of having a wolf specific tag, but I think we should add a Wildlife 
Management tag.  All of these people that decide they want to donate all so much money 
to us [sportsmen], can certainly do it to a wildlife management or wildlife conservation 
tag.  We’ll sure give them that opportunity. (Richard [last name not provided]) 
 
Whereas these anti-Wolf Stamp commenters opposed the privileging of wolves through 
legislation, the supporters of the Wolf Stamp were somewhat shortsighted in their belief that 
“what’s good for wolves is good for wildlife.”  The Wolf Stamp had the potential to benefit 
many species of carnivores and other wildlife in the region, but these commenters also displaced 
their own form of modern-day mythology onto wolves as the saviors of the ecosystem.  This 
conflation is grounded in scientific measures pertaining to trophic cascades, but it does not fully 
integrate the social resistance towards wolves that such a measure (if passed) would yield in the 
community: 
 I’m in favor of the Wolf Stamp most especially for what this could mean for improved 
 funding for wolf habitat that would be beneficial for all wildlife. (Steve Cleviden) 
 
The focus of the stamp is narrow, and it simply applies revenue to already existing 
programs.  It does not take anything away from Fish Wildlife and Parks in terms of 
options. (Norman Bishop) 
 
Specifically, this situating of wolves and the respective Wolf Stamp as the solution to multiple 
concerns about the operations of state game and fish agencies and the conservation of carnivores 
in the GYE does not sufficiently attend to or respect the challenges that wolves present to locals: 
This isn’t just some issue about some cool nice little mammal that Defenders [of 
Wildlife] puts on their sticker to send to donors, and I bristle when it gets treated that 
way. (name not provided) 




This relative inattention to the concerns of resistant community members was detrimental to the 
overall willingness of the divergent interests in attendance that night to surmount their 
stereotypes and perceptions of one another—i.e., ignorant rednecks versus tree-hugging enviros. 
 Despite the support expressed by the pro-Wolf Stamp commenters at the meeting, there 
were a number of modifications that these individuals sought to ensure as part of the Wolf Stamp 
legislation.  In particular, multiple people raised concerns about the need for creating explicit 
language on four interrelated measures: classify the stamp as a “Wolf Conservation Stamp” 
rather than a “Wolf Management Stamp,” as to ensure that all the funds generated by the Wolf 
Stamp would be exclusively for nonlethal monitoring purposes, and would emphasize the 
ecological role of wolves through education, and enhance transparency about how revenue from 
the stamp is allocated: 
I do recommend changing the name of the stamp from the Wolf Management Stamp to 
simply Wolf Stamp or Wolf Conservation Stamp and incorporate within the stamp, the 
description and language that specifies funding is for nonlethal purposes. (Steve 
Cleviden) 
 
I would respectfully request that the Commission modify the rule in two regards.  The 
first being, to change the title to, instead of wolf management to conservation, because 
that better reflects the positive nature of what we’re trying to do.  The second is, 
expressly, explicitly put in the rule that money be spent for non-lethal purposes only.  I 
think it’s in there already, but I’d like to have it in there explicitly.  Finally, ask that the 
department to carefully account for the money that’s generated and how it’s spent every 
year. (Sue Lamb Stephenson-Love) 
 
The stamp must be explicit that the revenue raised does not reduce, renew, or reallocate 
funds already in place for non-lethal aspects of wolf conservation and management, and 
that no funds are shifted to lethal aspects.  These funds are in addition to fund already 
allocated in the budget’s non-lethal aspects, and there are some.  Ensure that accurate 
information is reaching the public.  Education and outreach must emphasize the 
ecological role of wolves on the landscape to encourage appreciation and acceptance. 
(Claudia Narcisco) 
 
I’m against the stamp as it stands now, but I would be for it if it were for non-lethal 
control, with education showing the good aspects of wolves and telling the truth about 
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wolves, that they are accounting for less than one percent of livestock losses.  The elk 
herds have increased since wolves have been here, they just are on the move more. I’d 
like to have education on the real wolf story, not the lies that have been flying around. 
(Dagmar Riddle) 
 
The desire to change the name of the stamp to include “conservation” is revealing of how the 
contemporary understanding of conservation has come to exclude hunting for many individuals.  
As one attendee in support of the stamp argued, “We need to keep it in as conservation, as that’s 
our idea.  It is not management.  It is non-lethal.” (Cheryl Elgie) This positioning of conservation 
to mean nonlethal, and management as signifying lethal is an oversimplification, and it 
antagonizes the hunting community who view themselves as the original conservationists:  
Why do we need a Wolf Stamp? There is no reason.  I think that the Council needs to 
look forward on the potential consequences of this stamp.  They’re pushing this as a 
conservation stamp, well, conservation includes lethal options. It always has, and it’s 
going to have to if we’re going to have wildlife management…It’s going to be a problem 
with collared wolves. I can see that right now because the management tool sometimes is 
lethal.  I see a problem for it.  (Paul Rossignol) 
 
Coming Together: Understanding the Need for Change and Finding Common Ground 
Taken together, the competing narratives of these divergent interest groups is one of a 
power struggle between the desire to change and the resistance to it.  Despite these divergent 
narratives, there were members of the community who were sympathetic to the concerns of the 
diverse stakeholders, and they attempted to argue for why the wolf stamp, if executed properly, 
would serve to benefit the entire community.  These moderate individuals, although less 
frequent, were still a persistent presence in the meeting.  Their presence and comments suggest 
that certain members of the community recognize the need to change the current institutional 
paradigm of wildlife management, without eliminating the salient features of the program that 
would imperil hunting and other local traditions.  These commenters used their time to speak as a 
way to point out the shortsightedness of the resistant communities by espousing how the Wolf 
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Stamp could assuage their agricultural concerns and safety apprehensions as carnivores further 
expand their ranges.  These commenters addressed the limitations of certain people’s thinking, 
but they were not derogatory or devaluing of rural agricultural traditions: 
For as long as I’ve known that there is such a thing as fish and wildlife agencies, I’ve 
been hearing about the need for funding mechanisms that reflect the broad societal 
interests of wildlife and habitats, beyond just getting along.  For as long as I’ve 
understood that there are wolf opponents, I’ve heard them complain that wolf advocates 
haven’t adequately put their money where their mouth is.  For hunters, ranchers, and 
politicians and others who now worry that that might actually happen, that non-
consumptive users might contribute real dollars, I suggest that you and we look at this as 
an opportunity instead of a threat.  It’s in your interests for FWP to have adequate 
funding to put meat on the bones of the Livestock Loss Mitigation Board goals of conflict 
prevention, but also for education about the complexity of wolf management for both 
advocates and opponents alike. (Becky Weed) 
 
We should be welcoming others to help pay for wildlife management.  Every state that 
has broadened its base for wildlife funding has seen better public hunting opportunity and 
it benefits everyone, hunters, anglers, and recreationists.  There are a lot of hunters who 
are supportive of this.  That came out during the FWP licensing when they went around 
and people said, “Well, we're willing to pay a little more, but let’s get other users to pay.” 
Now they’re stepping up and doing that.  Finally…it’s important to be noted what the 
first thing on this list calls for are some preventive and proactive measures for the 
livestock loss front.  That’s where this money will go.  In the Blackfoot Valley, it has 
reduced conflict with grizzly bears by 96 percent.  That’s going to help as we approach 
grizzly delisting, and it’s also dramatically kept wolf degradation down.  There are now 
some efforts to spread those into other valleys, in Madison and other places.  Every year 
we hear from our friends in the livestock community that we need some help with those 
[livestock loss] programs, and this is a chance where they’re stepping up to do that.  We 
think it’s a good idea, and as a pilot project, and it could welcome other stamps for elk, 
all kinds of species.  (Nick Gevock) 
 
Other speakers implored their fellow attendees to consider the commonalities of everyone 
present for the meeting.  The comments of these individuals reflect the greatest awareness about 
the need for collective efforts around the common concerns that everyone, human and 
nonhuman, possesses as the landscape continues to change: 
Conservation. We’re all in agreement for conservation.  We just have got to get rid of this 
fear of what we think may happen in the future.  This is going to be the future of wildlife.  
Wolves aren’t going anywhere.  We all agree on that. We brought them back, things are 
changing, it’s scary for everybody, but they’re not going anywhere.  We have to learn to 
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coexist.  The quicker we come together in the middle, the better things are going to be in 
the future.  Less strife we’ll have, and truthfully that’s going to come from education.  
It’s going to come from funding, and educating our ranchers and our people. (Kim Bean) 
 
What we have in common here is the protection of habitat and the conservation of all 
native species including predator and prey. (Glen Hockett) 
 
Another commenter extended this effort by speaking as an individual, with an appreciation for 
all modes of recreation and sympathy for the alienation that occurs when people speak as 
representatives of organizations: 
I am testifying on behalf of myself.  I’ve worked on wolf issues for a dozen years now, 
unfortunately.  I’m in support of this.  Wildlife is a public trust.  It is owned by 
everybody.  Everybody should have a say in how wildlife is managed.  I get why some 
folks are nervous about, maybe Defenders of Wildlife or other groups coming in and 
trying to have their voice heard.  Realistically, that already happens.  This agency does 
not turn people away just because they don’t buy a hunting or a fishing license.  They 
listen to all Montanans on how to manage wildlife, and that’s how it should be.  Hunters, 
and I am an avid hunter and I am a wolf hunter, as well. I fought long and hard for that 
right.  Some of us have been complaining for a long time that we are getting to the point 
where we can’t shoulder the load of wildlife management funding…For the hunting 
community to stand up and say, “We don’t want this,” I really think ignores an 
opportunity that we have to not only have a new group of people, who love wildlife and 
who love wild places, stand up with us and fight with us, just like they do at the session.  
These groups show up at the session, they help us defeat bad bills, they help us pass good 
bills, and for us to stand here now and say, “We don’t want your money,” is incredibly 
short sighted.  I would hope that this agency moves this proposal forward.  It may not be 
perfect.  You may need to do some tweaking on this.  At least we’re having this 
discussion, and we’re moving this forward.  I would urge the department to continue the 
movement on this. (Ben Lamb) 
 
This comment is perhaps the most inspiring of hope for people’s ability to come together around 
common interests.  As this person’s articulation of the social and environmental changes to the 
landscape reveals, there is a need for change in the ways in which wolves, carnivores, and 
wildlife in general are managed in the GYE.  However, this change cannot mean the exclusion of 
anyone (human and nonhuman), nor can it involve the denigrating of some knowledge while 
privileging others.  The anti-Wolf Stamp community can no longer afford to alienate possible 
game and fish supporters simply on account of their fear that it will bring a change to the state 
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agency models.  In reality, these agencies are already changing due to the budgetary limitations 
of game and fish organizations across the country and the shifting economic power of non-
consumptive recreationists.  At the same time, this speaker recognized and was critical of the 
problems that arise when private groups, or non-governmental organizations (NGOs), attempt to 
dictate the legislation of local communities without demonstrating sufficient understanding of 
the material struggles that individuals with rural agricultural interests face in maintaining their 
lives and livelihoods.  
The above comment suggests the emergence of a moderate yet progressive constituency 
of individuals who wish to shift the discourse from claims about who knows more about the land 
to amenable discussions that negotiate the complex and overlapping concerns of a broad and 
diverse set of human and nonhuman predator stakeholders.  Unfortunately, this individual’s and 
other similar comments were a minority amidst a largely polarized public discourse, which is a 
reflection of how the setting constrained people’s ability to have a mediated discussion with one 
another.  Directing comments to the Commission through a webcam with one’s back turned 
away from the audience present in the room physically prevented people from having a 
discussion with one another (Figure 4.5).  As Becky Weed shared with me in a conversation after 
the meeting:  
You know, one of the interesting things when I was on the Board of Livestock, and I had 
more occasion to have direct one on one conversations with people, when you get to talk 
to people one on one, actually, an awful lot of people are pretty darn reasonable and 
moderate.  But it’s when things get out into the public forum that the loud mouths 
become most angry and vocal. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Mediating such a discussion, while substantially more difficult than taking a series of two-minute 
comments, would support meaningful stakeholder participation and greater representation of the 
public’s interests.  As Robbins (2006, p.198) outlines, “environmentalists and hunters may tell 
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similar stories about nature, but they tell different stories about themselves and about one 
another, which together with their respective changing political/economic fortunes, make 
coalitions more difficult.” If one is to address this difficulty, it must begin by revealing how 
bureaucratic management institutions ignore the complexity of people’s environmental 
constructions for purposes of creating regulatory outcomes that secure their own interests rather 
than the common interests of the public. 
 
Figure 4.5. A participant in the Wolf Stamp meeting stands up to give her comments about the proposal to 
the Commission. Photo: Jaicks. 
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The Policy Process: Managing People (and Predators) in the GYE 
 
[State and federal agencies] operate as bureaucracies that control and limit internal creativity 
and the way decision processes are carried out.  Information is often heard by leaders in highly 
selective ways and is filtered through shared frames of reference, which in turn influence 
decision processes. (Clark & Rutherford, 2014, p.192) 
 
If a diverse and complex mix of interests exists with regards to how human and 
nonhuman carnivores should coexist into the future, why does the discourse remain polarized? 
One month after the hearing, I received an email with from the Montana Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks Department with the subject line, “Notice of Decision on Proposed Wolf Management 
Stamps.”  The email read: 
On August 14, 2014, public hearings were held regarding proposed wolf management 
stamps.  You are receiving this notice because you signed in with your email address at 
one of the hearings.  
 






Upon clicking the link, I read through the brief explanation that stated how the Commission 
decided not to pass the proposal.  Having not participated in or had any active stake in the Wolf 
Stamp ruling beyond my general desire to improve carnivore management, I still found myself 
feeling let down by the anti-climactic outcome of a decision that felt disconnected from the 
diversity of public sentiment that I witnessed in the meeting.  The post has since been removed 
from the website as of May 2015, even though announcements from other departmental rulings 
prior to this date are still accessible.  Legally, FWP followed their protocol for public 
participation, but the removal of this particular announcement raises questions about 
transparency and the extent to which people’s comments were incorporated in the ultimate 
decision (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Mattson & Clark, 2011).  It also calls for attention to the 
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practices and necessary transformations of state and federal agencies that would allow 
stakeholders greater inclusion and active involvement in the decision-making processes about 
carnivores in the GYE (Clark, Amato, Whittemore, & Harvey, 1991; Clark & Harvey, 1990; 
Clark & Zaunbrecher, 1987; Primm & Clark, 1996).  
Unfortunately, as the Wolf Stamp ruling illustrates, the policy process of the GYE is one 
that is yields short-term victories and reinforces the constrained narratives and sides of the debate 
outlined above (Shanahan & McBeth, 2010).  Given the outcome, it was difficult not to consider 
how, despite all of the hard work, the moderate ideas of progressive environmental individuals 
were not assimilated.  The all-or-nothing ruling on this proposal underscores the futility of the 
policy process that many people expressed to me in our individual conversations.  This sense of 
futility was common among people across the political spectrum because large private interest 
groups and government agencies are more influential in management decisions than the 
community members who are most directly affected by the outcomes of these decisions.  
Consequently, the hearing and proposal created more antagonism amongst the divergent 
stakeholders because the process ultimately reinforced the competing narratives that people have 
constructed about themselves and the “others” (their political opposition) in the public sphere. 
Moreover, the “winners” of the Wolf Stamp ruling also voiced their recognition to me that their 
victory would be short-lived because there is always another upcoming proposal and lawsuit to 
be contested.  Thus, there are no real winners in these public battles.  The Wolf Stamp meeting 
and subsequent ruling were therefore indicative of why the public discourse continues to become 
increasingly polarized: the decision-making processes are premised upon constrained 
opportunities for participation and reproduce decisions that exacerbate people’s sense of futility 
in how their environment and wildlife are managed.   
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Given that people and nonhuman carnivores face greater conflicts and barriers to coexist 
with one another when decisions do not get passed or progressive arguments of stakeholders are 
ignored, why do the governing agencies of the region continue to operate this way? To answer 
this question, it is useful to consider how the GYE’s governing agencies benefit from retaining 
the current “sue, settle, repeat” cycle that ensures stakeholders’ ongoing disputes with one 
another.  The state and federal agencies involved in the management and conservation of the 
GYE’s large carnivores are bureaucratic institutions that tend to preserve organizational structure 
as their primary concern in order to ensure regularity, continuity, and accountability (Westrum, 
2014).  They therefore tend to preserve organizational interests, even in the face of less-than-
optimal performance or public approval.  Research from the policy sciences on organizational 
structure shows that bureaucracies often function in self-serving ways to secure power and 
maintain the current order of operations (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Clark, 2008; Mattson & Clark, 
2011).  This built-in rigidity of bureaucratic structures is a poor match for many of the urgent 
situations encountered in the management of the GYE’s carnivores because this approach tends 
to maintain power inequalities and reproduce social conflicts.  As Perrow (1979, p.7) argues, 
these power dynamics “inevitably concentrates those forces [social resources] in the hands of a 
few who are prone to use them for ends we do not approve of, for ends we are generally not 
aware of, and more frighteningly still, for ends we are led to accept because we are not in a 
position to conceive alternative ones.” 
This last consequence is perhaps the most disconcerting, and it was evident from the 
Wolf Stamp meeting that the outcome was a prime example of such a limitation in people’s 
ability to conceptualize and circumvent the limited approval/rejection opportunities of the 
proposal.  Agencies like FWP construct a limited set of feasible alternatives in how problems can 
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be addressed, and these alternatives are likely to support and maintain their existing structures or 
orders of operation.  These limitations thereby constrain how people interrelate with one another 
across divergent and overlapping concerns about how wolves, grizzlies, and cougars are 
managed.  They also enable governing agencies to restrict the ways in which decisions are made, 
obscure how resources are allocated, and evade any requirements to transform their processes. 
In my interview with David Mattson, we were also joined by Louisa Willcox, a fellow 
scientist and lifelong wildlife advocate who has worked with various NGOs in the GYE for over 
thirty years.  Having worked closely with the public and private agencies of the region, they 
raised the issue of how politics has become “scientized” to further explain why management 
agencies benefit from and are able to constrain the dichotomized discourse.  The scientization of 
policy is the means by which agencies exploit scientific facts as vehicles for excluding and 
constraining people’s ability to participate rather than as potential sources of information to 
guide decisions: 
I think one of the core problems in addition to these, these world of views and informed 
actions of so many people, which are basically about creating boundaries that are 
dismissive of the "Other" as you started out by saying. It's the extent to which 
management has become scientized, so that our preferences and our norms have no, 
there's no way that they can be clearly articulated and honored. It all has to be packaged 
in this technocratic language that is about science, as if science engendered preferences 
and norms in some way. But it ends up that way through the PERVERSION of science. 
Through the politicization of science, which is very very destructive to the potential role 
of science in decision-making, which is about coming up with a shared understanding of 
how the world might work because it's no longer about that. It's about people beating 
each other into submission through the deployment of scientific information, which is 
selectively used in a way that fits the preferences and norms of the person. (David 
Mattson, personal communication, July, 2014) 
 
Through this abuse of scientific information, agencies construct arguments and legitimize their 
decisions, without attending to their own biases or observational standpoints that govern their 
scientific practices.  Feminist science theorists argue that this disembodied objectivity privileges 
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the perspectives of certain individuals in power and precludes attention to their underlying 
interests that dictate how the information is generated (Barad, 2003; Deckha, 2012; Haraway, 
1988; 1989; Harding, 1998; Hawkins, 1998; Keller, 1998; Merchant, 1980; Plumwood, 1993; 
2004).  Thus, science is no longer a means by which people can inform their decisions, it is an 
exclusionary vehicle for people in power to legitimize the claims of some and discredit those of 
others: 
Science as a deployment of power. So what then the discussion becomes about, what the 
delisting becomes about, what the deliberations become about in front-end loading the 
bull, is who has authoritative standing by virtue of being an expert in the realm of science 
because scientists and technocrats are given deference in this model. To speak, because 
presumably, that's the most important information of all.  (David Mattson, personal 
communication, July, 2014) 
 
Louisa added how this scientization of politics is also what contributes to the constant 
system of litigation within which the people and nonhuman predators of the GYE are perpetually 
mired:  
Well, not only that, but [decisions are] supposed to be based upon the "Best Available 
Science," and so everybody goes there, and so that's why the enviros start talking like 
technocrats. Because it's science, and so you have scientists on the government side, lots. 
And the other side, and you have like this high number of scientists on the public side, 
but we're all talking science. And so you get into litigation […] you wind up with this 
really distorted science, reduction of science so that it fits the exact piece of the law, 
which is NOT the broader issue. I mean not even mentioning the values discussion, but 
even just the broader substantive issue. So you get these narrow little pieces. So like, we 
won the relisting of grizzly bears on white bark pine. A narrow, and I mean an important 
argument, but actually in the scheme of things, a very very narrow one […] But it's not 
where you actually want to be talking, it's like you want to be talking about the wisdom 
of a certain governance framework versus another governance framework, state, federal, 
what they both bring, don't bring, limitations of. Can't get there. So, everyone collapses, 
and then the press collapse, because it's litigation, then a ruling, then the press go there. 
And you lose the WHOLE story. (personal communication, July, 2014) 
 
This scientization of politics causes people to “lose sight of the forest for the trees,” because it 
constricts people’s focus to the litigation of issues that have little to do with their broader 
concerns of human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence.  By limiting the public narratives to 
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debates over a single piece of legislation: e.g., the Wolf Stamp, the harvest quotas for a year, the 
areas where hunting is allowed, the scientization of politics keeps people embroiled in legal 
battles with one another rather than focused on the problematic practices of these governing 
agencies.  Moreover, these legal battles contribute to the resentment and intractability of 
stakeholders that precludes attention to their common interests.  Thus, the focus of policymakers 
on the “Best Available Science” becomes detrimental because the governing agencies are not 
held accountable for their own interests that frame the scientific information that they deploy as 
“Best.”   
As David argued, the consequences of this inattention to the scientization of politics 
make the public polarization and barriers to coexistence worse: 
The scientized institutions are fundamentally dehumanizing and polarizing and lead to 
zero-sum dynamics and outcomes. There's no doubt about that. We do not have 
institutions that bring people together in a way that softens them and helps them better 
appreciate the humanness of the other. Even just talking about people. They 
[bureaucracies] DON'T do that. They DON'T do that. If anything, they do the opposite. 
(David Mattson, personal communication, July, 2014) 
 
Additionally, the current policy practices of governing agencies continue to further exacerbate 
people’s sense of futility in the decisions about how their environment is managed: 
Yes, so, and it's gotten worse. So the classic hearing is: agency guys stand up and say, 
and here is the framework upon which we are doing this document, and here are the 
proposed items, and so much gobbledy gook that people's eyes glaze over, and then there 
is the public comment period where you get two minutes. And what are you going to do 
with two minutes anyway? And so, you let the people blow off steam, and it's clear, it's a 
power thing [of the agencies].  We're here, we're in charge, we're controlling. You get to 
say your two and then we're going to ignore you. (personal communication, July, 2014) 
 
Despite the effects of this public polarization, it is not in these agencies’ best interest to retain the 
current system of governance because it is constantly losing public support and respect as a 
consequence of the constrained discourse.  The risk-averse nature of the public sector is therefore 
detrimental to everyone, including the agencies. 
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These practices are a reflection of the organizational structure of bureaucratic institutions, 
not necessarily the agents within these institutions.  There is substantial risk for agency officials 
to stick their neck out to rule in favor of any particular course of action that deviates from the 
mainstream thinking of their organization.  Any deviation puts agency members in reasonable 
jeopardy of losing their jobs, being relocated, or being relegated to positions that impede future 
employability.  Clark (2014) describes the process by which institutions operate to eliminate any 
potential mavericks and ensure officials’ loyalty to their employing agency over the public: 
Herbert Kaufman (1959) detailed the Forest Service’s socialization process that evolved 
to produce compliance and loyalty.  For instance, frequent transfers keep employees’ 
loyalties to the agency rather than to the locale where they are working.  A similar 
process exists in other agencies as well…This pattern is evident in all the agencies in 
greater Yellowstone in varying degrees. (p. 192) 
 
Clark’s (2014) research argues that these agency practices are common across the state and 
federal agencies involved with carnivore management due to the self-interest of the people who 
structure these organizations: 
Motivational factors in these agencies include “hidden” value preferences that are 
implicit in all organizations.  For example, one motivation that might override other 
decisional goals is sustaining and ensuring the bureaucracy’s welfare of the jobs of 
particular bureaucrats…Many of these factors increase impersonalization, internalize 
agency values, and displace formally expressed goals.  This, then, often limits the search 
for options or innovative methods of decision-making and introduces a corresponding 
rigidity of behavior and a greater difficulty in dealing with the public. (p. 192) 
 
Thus, the agents within the public organizations perpetuate the decision-making practices of 
bureaucratic institutions because the system encourages conformity amongst its members rather 
than reasoned dissent.  The agents enact the practices of the institutions, and these individuals are 
negatively perceived of by the public for their inability to stand up and assert any position that is 
reflective of their own beliefs.   
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Doug described this lack of assertion as how government agents become masterful at the 
art of saying nothing: 
A lot of times, what happens is, and I’ve been in the room when they’ve done it, 
government people will talk for 30 minutes and you’ll sit there going well, what did they 
just say? I don’t know what that person just said, but they absolutely beautifully and 
masterfully talked for 30 minutes and said nothing. (personal communication, August, 
2014) 
 
Throughout his career, Doug has sought to avoid the vagueness and risk-averse approach of 
other agency officials because his work with wolves calls for being someone who can approach 
the public in an engaged and frank manner on issues related to wolves and the potential threats to 
human safety, elk populations, and ranching livelihoods that they present: 
I knew exactly what they wanted me to talk about.  What wolves do, how many elk they 
have killed, how many of them we have, where they’re going, what their reproduction is.  
Why they’re dying. Just wham, right to the center of it.  And then let’s go. Let’s have the 
debate.  And then despite the fact that there were still disagreements, the feedback that 
I’ve got is that tons of them would go to me after the talk and invite me to their camps, 
invite me to their ranch, ‘do you want to go for a ride? Let’s talk. Here’s my phone 
number.’  And a few of them, how do I say it, well, the first couple meetings went 
terribly.  Now I stand and walk right in and shake people’s hands and say, ‘how’s life?’ 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Given the risk-averse nature of governing agencies, I asked Doug why he was willing to deviate 
from the conforming or evasive practices of other agency officials.  He responded: 
I mean it’s a frustrating part of life that you know to a certain degree the world is the way 
it is and you have to live within those bounds.  Now I’m not opposed to change. So how I 
go about trying to change it is that I’ve been in Yellowstone 20 years.  And almost 
everybody in the state agencies and comparable positions, there’s been a turnover of 
several people.  So, one advantage is that I’ve just been here a long time.  And so you 
begin to get a reputation […] I guess what I’m building to is, is what my goal is, is just 
that what I represent is something different. I remember this particular situation with one 
outfitter […] So I ride into this outfitter’s camp.  It’s in National Forest, it’s in 
wilderness.  And I start, we sit down, we have coffee, and I start talking to him.  And he 
goes, ‘why should I believe anything you say because what you tell me is just good for 
now, in 3 to 5 years, you’ll be off with another federal job because you federal 
bureaucrats bounce from one job to the next.  And you do that for your career. I’m here 
for life.  I’ve got to rework all of the things you’re telling me, I got to rework for your 
successor.’  And I remember vividly, it was 5 years later, I saw him, it was at a talk I 
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gave, and I walked up to him and said, ‘Hey, I’m still here.’  You know, he nodded his 
head and smiled, and that’s part of being in wolves, you can’t be in it just for the job.  
You have to be in it for them, and so that communicated to [the outfitter], without words, 
that this project means something to me personally.  I’m going to stick with it, here I am.  
I’m going to be dealing with you for awhile.  And I think that take makes a difference, a 
tiny bit, but a difference.  I saw him about a year ago, at another talk, and the crowd beat 
up on me pretty badly, and he didn’t.  He stayed off to the sidelines, and I saw him after.  
He was staying away from me because the crowd really worked me over.  They were 
angry, and I was struggling to respond and finish.  And so I walked up to him after and I 
said, ‘Hey, how’s it going?’ And he goes, ‘At least we’re talking.’  The whole point of 
this story is, he expected me to leave.  And so, knowing all of the players, and not just 
knowing who they are or what their positions are, but actually knowing them like you 
talk to them in person, on the phone, that you’re there with them.  Maybe even go on a 
horseback trip with them together.  That stuff is immeasurable.  Immeasurable.  So I’m in 
year 20 with them now, and I certainly haven’t done all of it, but I’ve done a lot of it, and 
that is where my best progress comes from. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Unfortunately, Doug’s effort to surmount some of the common pitfalls of governmental 
bureaucrats is the exception to the rule rather than the norm.  As a result, individual stakeholders 
often feel powerless in the face of governmental decisions, and they most often resort to 
affiliating with NGOs as a way to seek opportunities for having their voices heard. 
Advocacy is a Four-Letter Word: The Perils and Pitfalls of the Private Sector 
Because of human values, I think we, [environmental organizations], have fired up the PR 
machine enough times on these issues and created a crisis mode.  But we’ve kind of brought that 
upon ourselves.  How we talk to our constituents, not just on wildlife management issues, but on 
any issue.  Turn on any news program and see how they talk about every emerging crisis.  That 
angle is how advocacy groups present information, which has in turn become seen as news.  So 
our membership reads that and they’re like oh, that’s news.  It’s not unbiased.  It’s not objective.  
None of those things should be considered news, but it appeals to them; it strikes them on an 
emotional chords, and so they want to believe it. (name not provided, personal communication, 
July 2013) 
 
As some of the earlier comments from the Wolf Stamp meeting illustrate, speaking as an 
organizational representative can be alienating and preclude individuals from communicating 
with one another in a meaningful discussion.  However, the system of governance prevents this 
alternative, and Louisa described the legal battles that emerge as a consequence of people’s 
tendency to speak on behalf of organizations rather than as individuals: 
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What this dynamic does, it encourages the NGOs to do the only thing they can do, which 
is go to court. That's the ONLY avenue at the end of the line, which is why there's a huge 
backlash [amongst the public] against judges, and litigation.  Then, it encourages the 
OTHER side to do what they can do, which is calling their state reps, their county 
commissioners, and their congressmen, who are all REPUBLICANS, mostly, in this 
region. So everybody's doing this, how do you get outside of this box that doesn't work 
for ANYBODY? When people start doing this, litigation wise or congressional meddling 
wise, it drives things so you have a bad situation and then people start playing the games 
around the edges to get the only sort of traction they feel like they can get. And the 
potential for conversation in that arena, it's SO small. (personal communication, July, 
2014) 
 
As a result, each side of the faction about predator management and conservation becomes more 
inflammatory towards the other and simultaneously more ingrained in its own extreme 
arguments.  This increasing polarization is often at the expense of attention to the nonhuman 
carnivores’ ecological needs, and it also obscures attention to the diversity of individuals who, as 
chapter three illustrates, do not want to be constrained to either side of the conflicts.  
Specifically, this focus on extreme measures overlooks the majority of people who are less vocal 
and feel a sense of ineffectiveness in their efforts to sustain a livelihood and participate in the 
governance of their place.  These individuals, often termed the “moveable middle,” are the 
stakeholders who are the most receptive and heterogeneous group with whom to engage; yet the 
organizational efforts of most private institutions continue to take polarizing stances on issues 
related to carnivore management that alienate or ignore these individuals. 
Consequently, the radical NGOs on opposing sides of the carnivore controversies 
promote arguments and take actions that have caused “advocacy” to become synonymous with 
“extremism.”  For instance, on one side, pro-carnivore advocates endorse their polarizing stances 
and desired resolutions at events like “Speak for Wolves,” which situates itself as “An 
opportunity for the American people to unite and demand wildlife management reform and 
restore our national heritage” (n.d.).  The website and information disseminated about this event 
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uses inflammatory language like “slaughter” or “massacre” to incite people around five main 
action items: 1) change how state game and fish agencies operate; 2) ban livestock grazing on 
public lands; 3) eliminate Wildlife Services; 4) ban trapping and snaring of carnivores on public 
lands; 5) end predator killing.  In concept, these arguments are beneficial for supporting 
carnivore populations.  However, they are nearly impossible to achieve in practice given the 
social and environmental landscape of the GYE.  These items may be important goals to strive 
for, but they require more practical and attainable steps to be identified first that engage and 
empower local residents.  Instead, such events disaffect many community members across the 
political spectrum and promote abstract ideals that lack application or evaluation.  Moreover, this 
extreme approach does not integrate or even respect the interests and concerns of many locals 
whose livelihoods are dependent upon these same measures that many people are seeking to 
eliminate.  Attention the problematic system of governance is not the focus, and events like 
Speak for Wolves serve to further antagonize ranching, hunting, and other conservative interests.  
By promoting extreme measures and condemning anyone who opposes them, these events (and 
their supporters) contribute to the resistance of local communities, which was evident in the 
fearful and angry comments that I witnessed among people opposed to the Wolf Stamp. 
Groups like Big Game Forever, Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, and other similar 
conservative or wise-use conservation interests often send “undercover” representatives to attend 
these events anonymously.  Any information about threats to the ranching, hunting, and rural 
agricultural lifestyle are then brought back to the organizations and disseminated to these groups’ 
constituencies.  This information is distributed in a way that raises the hysteria of their members, 
and the greatest detriment is that it further entrenches these individuals’ resistance to carnivores’ 
presence on the landscape.  This agitation is what underlies the more vitriolic comments of 
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people who attend meetings such as the Wolf Stamp, and it exacerbates the hatred that gets 
displaced onto wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  Conversely, environmental groups also send 
representatives to attend events held by these anti-carnivore interest groups such as predator 
derbies.  Predator derbies are events where contestants compete with one another for cash prizes 
by attempting to kill the most coyotes or the biggest wolf, and they are usually held on U.S. 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, or private lands.  Idaho, for instance, holds a 
“Predator Hunting Contest and Fur Rendezvous” in Salmon every January to eliminate the 
“scourge” of predators that have taken over the landscape since wolves’ reintroduction (Herring, 
2007).  This event is under constant litigation and scrutiny due to the non-discerning nature of 
the predator killing and the violence it appears to support (Figure 4.6). 
 
Figure 4.6. Article headline in High Country News about the group that sponsors predator derbies, 
supports carnivore hunting, and includes officials from state game and fish management agencies. Photo 
adapted from Herring (2007). 
 
Although the predator derbies are purported to reduce the number of wolves and coyotes, 
thereby reducing the number of carnivore-livestock conflicts, research from Wielgus and Peebles 
(2014) has shown that such large-scale events actually increase the likelihood of livestock 
depredation.  This study analyzed trends in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming and found direct 
correlations between the number of wolves killed and the subsequent livestock lost the following 
year.  These researchers identified that indiscriminate killing of wolves may cause the loss of a 
pack’s alpha male or female, which then causes the young pups to be without guidance on how 
to hunt in the wild and more likely to go after easy targets like cattle (Wielgus & Peebles, 2014).  
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Unfortunately, this message has not been integrated or understood among more extreme rural or 
agricultural interests because the rhetoric remains constrained to opposition to environmentalists 
and any form of change in wildlife management.  Elder, Wolch and Emel (1998a) argue that this 
constrained rhetoric contributes to people’s displaced anger and fear onto predators, and it can 
reach a point where it manifests itself in a manner akin to racial bigotry.  Recently, a group of 
hunters in Wyoming wore white sheets over their faces, similar to the hoods worn by Klu Klux 
Klansmen, and they posed with a dead wolf and American flag (Figure 4.7).  This picture, taken 
in the Bridger-Teton National Forest, was circulated on Facebook, and it resulted in a number of 
hateful, paranoid, and expletive-filled comments directed primarily at the federal government, 
wolf-supporters, and environmentalists (Wilkinson, 2013).   Wolves, caught in the crosshairs, 
were repeatedly spoken of as vermin that required immediate extermination. 
 
Figure 4.7. “Fed Up In Wyoming” reads the caption of this photo that a hunter posted on his Facebook 
page in October 2013; it has since been removed.  Photo adapted from James W. Gibson (2013). 




The extremists who hid their faces while posing with a dead wolf are not representative 
of the hunting, ranching, and other rural interests who attempt to sustain their livelihoods in the 
GYE.  Unfortunately, a few liberal interest groups appropriated the hateful picture to suggest that 
the “killing sprees” and “merciless slaughter” of coyotes, wolves, and other carnivores by a few 
fanatics were somehow characteristic of people’s actions and attitudes in the hunting and 
agricultural communities.  Similar to the ways in which events like Speak for Wolves incite the 
antagonism of consumptive users in the policy arena, these pictures and events such as predator 
derbies contribute to the negative perceptions that many environmentalists have about the 
hunting community.  Thus, the stereotypes of the different stakeholders in the region that are 
produced and perpetuated by the competing interests of NGOs entangle the human and 
nonhuman predators of the GYE.   
These polarizing practices of NGOs are partially a consequence of the constraints 
produced by the current system of governance.  However, unlike governmental agencies that are 
risk-averse, NGOs are rewarded for viewpoints that are provocative to potential foundations or 
donors.  NGOs are continually in need of finding their next source of funding, and this requires 
them to come up with new and often incendiary arguments to garner and maintain support.  Then 
to retain this support they tend to adopt a more radical approach that inspires their interest-base 
to donate more money, but this approach is almost always detrimental to the willingness of local 
community members to cooperate.  Such an approach is true for interest groups that support as 
well as oppose the presence of carnivores.  The vocal and inflammatory tactics of these extreme 
interest groups motivate people to donate money to their respective causes, but these tactics are 
also identical in their ability to raise people’s fear and resistance towards their respective 
      
 
 208 
opposition.  The most effective tools for engaging with people in the communities that live and 
work amongst the carnivore populations are therefore the least likely to be employed as a result. 
Transformation Tactics: Be the Change You Wish to See in People 
The resistance to change that was apparent in some of the anti-Wolf Stamp comments is 
arguably one of the greatest obstacles to surmount in transforming the human dimensions of the 
carnivore conflicts.  There is a significant need for local members to become more willing to 
adopt the necessary and known measures that would mitigate some of the challenges of living 
with and among large carnivores (Taylor & Clark, 2008; Clark & Rutherford, 2014), but as the 
above discussion reveals, environmental groups who seek to effect change are often 
counterproductive in their approaches.  The private interest groups that focus on large-scale and 
difficult to achieve outcomes rather than incremental and empowering community-based 
approaches will only continue to make these individuals’ resistance more entrenched and the 
public sentiment more vitriolic.  Thus, a number of transformations in the practices of NGOs are 
needed, particularly in the environmental groups who seek to engage with the resistance of 
community members who oppose change.   
One of the first modifications would require private organizations, principally the large 
environmental NGOs with home offices in Washington D.C. (e.g., Defenders of Wildlife, 
National Resources Defense Council), to stop focusing exclusively on legal efforts about issues 
such as the listing or delisting of wolves and grizzlies.  Becky explained that the focus on legal 
battles prevents opportunities for educating the national public about the current issues that 
people living in the region face as they attempt to live and work in areas where nonhuman 
carnivores also dwell: 
I can tell you the things I said both directly to them and to other people.  I felt like when 
they were, when the prolonged and heated fights were going on about keeping it in the 
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court and trying to prevent delisting, they were making claims that I think were 
scientifically unjustified, and I think there were data to show that.  And I think that they 
felt like they had a vested interest in the fight, and they also had a bunch of lingering 
habits in the fight.  And they weren’t allowing the picture on the ground to really force 
them to evolve.  And you know, in a lot of ways, there were regional staffers for that 
organization who were quite reasonable and trying to behave reasonably.  It was the 
rhetoric coming out of the home offices that I think was the most problematic. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 
Education about the challenges and material experiences of everyday life for people in the GYE 
would inform non-residents and help them understand some of the concerns that are consistent 
with living amongst wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  Moreover, this educational awareness could 
shift the focus towards larger-scale efforts that help community members become more proactive 
with their conflict mitigation efforts rather than the current focus of donating to keep wolves or 
grizzlies from being delisted.  Although this paradigm shift may not transform the obdurate 
community members who refuse to accept the realities of a changing environmental and social 
landscape, it would cultivate an atmosphere of respect and understanding that is greatly lacking 
in the public realms and bridge some of the gaps in the pro-/anti-carnivore dichotomy. 
 Another necessary change would be for NGOs to increase transparency about their 
mission and positions on carnivore conservation issues.  For instance, many environmental 
organizations make arguments against delisting, harvest quotas, and other carnivore management 
decisions by evoking the statutes of the Endangered Species Act.  In concept, these organizations 
are arguing that federal policy is not being adhered to, but in practice these organizations are 
primarily just opposed to the hunting of carnivores.  The latter position is less likely to be upheld 
in a court decision, and they instead employ policy arguments to make their claims.  Some 
environmental groups will be upfront and make the claim that they oppose hunting; similarly, 
anti-carnivore groups will directly state that they oppose any wolf presence.  However, neither of 
these types of groups tends to have a political stronghold because they have no legal case for 
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such unrealistic claims.  As a result, the larger private interest groups employ policy to make 
their arguments instead.  Residents often expressed to me their distrust and lack of respect for 
organizations that capitulate to this evasiveness:   
If your organizational goal is to NEVER permit hunting of grizzly bears, just be up front 
about it and say it. I don’t have a problem with your position.  I may not agree with you, 
but where I have a problem with your position is when you’re saying it’s because of the 
Endangered Species Act and that bears should be present on all of their historic range 
before the states are allowed to manage them in any way shape or form.  You’re just 
taking a position that’s anti-hunting and using a policy that enables that position.  If you 
don’t believe we should ever be hunting grizzlies or wolves, fine, stand up and say that.  
Don’t stand up and say that the state is managing in order to eliminate the population of 
wolves because they’re clearly not doing that. (Jackson Hole resident, personal 
communication, August, 2013) 
 
In addition to the distrust and disrespect cultivated by this evasiveness, the number of these 
organizations is also problematic for cultivating coalitions around common interests because 
there are more than a hundred conservation groups that work directly and indirectly in the region 
(Clark & Rutherford, 2014).  Given this magnitude of private organizations that all vie for the 
same funding base, there is a competition that emerges with one another that obscures attention 
to the bureaucratic institutions that produced this system.  This competition is not only 
detrimental to the need to collaborate on their interrelated goals of carnivore conservation and 
environmental stewardship, it also alienating to the public: 
There’s a one-upping atmosphere in the conservation community that’s like, ‘Well you 
guys just want to make sure wolves are protected and viable, so we’re going to make sure 
that they don’t get hunted! That’s going to be OUR position, so we can take all those 
people because we’re competing with one another for funding and for membership.’ 
(Moose resident, personal communication, August, 2013) 
 
The outcome of this system, where bureaucratic agencies are risk-averse and private 
organizations are divisive or inflammatory about their positions, is a constant state of crisis that 
has devolved into a polarized political climate unable to meet anyone’s needs.   
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Conclusions: Cultivating Collective Efforts in a Conflicted Political Climate  
 
True growth ... is the ability of a society to transfer increasing amounts of energy and attention 
from the material side of life to the nonmaterial side and thereby to advance its culture, capacity 
for compassion, sense of community, and strength of democracy. (Elgin, 2006, p. 460) 
 
A lot of innovation comes from outside of these formally constituted institutions, and yet at some 
point, these innovations need to be adopted. And authorized. And supported by the institutions, 
by the agencies. And so you need those receptive people INSIDE and yet, they may be able to 
work through subterfuge essentially with these innovators outside. But the institutions themselves 
are SO locked down around these broken models, these technocratic scientized models that are 
all about boundaries, about technocratic competence and the ability to market science as being 
the defining features of legitimacy, which is going to alienate just about everybody because what 
people need to talk about is I really like having grizzly bears. It makes the world a richer, better 
place for me. Like, you know, it's an incredible experience to run into one in the back country. 
OR, I hate grizzly bears because they represent everything that my grandfather, you know, 
sought to eradicate and cleanse when he first settled here, and they represent everything that is 
so alien and hostile and scary to me that I can hardly stand it. It represents all those people from 
New York who want to impose their alien views on me, all those people from Los Angeles. We 
can't have that conversation. And that's really, that's the REAL stuff. (David Mattson, personal 
communication, July, 2014) 
 
In the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, it is common for local residents to take on 
advocacy roles to push forward or oppose upcoming legislative decisions, such as the Wolf 
Stamp, that pertain to carnivore management at state and federal levels of governance.  Many 
residents invest time, energy, and money into conservation efforts to preserve the environment 
and its wildlife inhabitants.  However, the initiatives that people invest time and energy into vary 
according to their individual and collective experiences of everyday life in the region.  People’s 
advocacy roles are borne out of the relationships that they develop with themselves and other 
predators through their multiple and contradictory ways of living, working, and playing in the 
GYE (DiChiro, 2008).  Thus, conservation of and coexistence with carnivores takes on different 
meanings for different people.  Problematically, the management of carnivores is constructed by 
the practices of bureaucratic government agencies, and these agencies dictate how people are 
able to express their varied meanings in the policy process (Clark, 2008; Clarke & McCool, 
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1985; Gruber, 1987; Meier, 1993; Wilson, 1999).  As the Wolf Stamp meeting demonstrated, 
agencies are purportedly gathering public input to understand people’s concerns when decisions 
need to be made; yet this format constricts public discourse to a binaried-commentary in which 
people can only express support or opposition for a proposed legislative item.  This decision-
making platform (and the physical space for it) therefore limits people’s ability to interrelate with 
one another, and “[it] traps people, including bureaucrats themselves, in complex management 
structures that cause, magnify, and recycle destructive conflict” (Clark, 2008, p. 235). 
As a consequence, decisions about carnivore management are largely produced by the 
self-interest of a few people in power of governmental agencies.  “Victories” are short lived for 
each side of the divided public faction, and “losses” mean it’s time for that respective 
contingency to file a new lawsuit to contest a ruling through the support from a large private 
interest group.  Regardless of the decision outcome, no one feels satisfied because of the cyclical 
nature of management proceedings, and the nonhuman carnivores remain imbued with 
symbolism that extends far beyond their material presence in the region.  Rather than having 
NGOs continue to focus efforts on litigious battles that do not change the overall nature of the 
human-human and human-nonhuman carnivore conflicts of the region, these efforts would be 
better served by addressing the framework by which governing agencies construct and employ 
their scientific management principles.  Scientific information is a necessity for understanding 
the ecology and behaviors of the GYE’s nonhuman predators and the changing environment of 
the region, but without transparency and clarification of the observational standpoint of the 
agency scientists, people will continue to feel powerless in the face of governance decisions 
(Brunner & Clark, 1997).  Future efforts of stakeholders and the private institutions that support 
them should confront the lack of transparency and inattention to collective interests by governing 
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agencies.  Such efforts would transform the discussions from litigious battles that ingrain 
people’s boundaries and oppositions with one another towards collective efforts that would 
mediate ongoing challenges of coexisting with wolves, grizzlies, and cougars in the GYE.   
Taken together, the decision-making process I describe is a grim picture that inspires 
little hope, but it is important to note that there are “little pockets of conversations that are 
happening” (David Mattson, personal communication, July 2014).  These conversations, 
however, are largely outside of the public arena and news outlets because they focus instead on 
the daily lives of people, wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  The organizations that generate and 
support these conversations are also not as visible in the public spheres because their work and 
approaches are neither provocative nor incendiary.  Rather, they are groups that focus on the 
step-by-step changes that are necessary to cultivate and sustain relationships, build trust, and 
engage communities around common issues related to coexistence with carnivores.  To conclude, 
chapter five discusses two such initiatives at length to illustrate examples of groups that are 
developing and enacting mediated solutions to overcome the barriers produced by our decision-
making processes and address the pressing challenges of coexisting with carnivores in the GYE.  
This concluding chapter then revisits the key concepts and ideas from each chapter and connects 
them to the discussion of these initiatives in order to conceptualize models and frameworks for 
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Heroes are not giant statutes framed against a red sky. They are people who say: this is my 
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You can’t solve all the problems of the world, but each day you can do something. (Jane 
Goodall, 2008) 
(Common) Sense and Sensibility 
Given the interrelated factors that have produced a conflict-laden landscape for people 
and nonhuman predators in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, there is a pervasive sense of 
fatigue and futility among scientists, policymakers, and the broader public about our ability to 
mediate the ongoing challenges of carnivore coexistence.  This discouragement underscores the 
necessity to rethink our approaches in navigating the complex social, ecological, and political 
concerns that will continue to persist into the future amidst a changing climate and growing 
human population.  Fortunately, there are already local efforts underway that inspire hope and 
serve as models for future coexistence measures.  The challenge lies in redirecting conservation 
agents’ and stakeholders’ attention towards these models that deviate from the polarizing 
practices of bureaucratic institutions described in the previous chapter.   
Two such initiatives that serve as possible models for transforming approaches to 
managing coexistence amongst human and nonhuman carnivores are based in areas adjacent to 
the GYE: the Blackfoot Challenge and People and Carnivores.  These programs have been 
successfully collaborating with local rural and agricultural stakeholders for nearly two decades 
by developing efforts to reduce carnivore-livestock damage and finding ways to engage 
community members around their common interests and concerns (Madison, 2014).  Unlike 
many of the other environmental organizations that impose their own agendas, these programs 
have demonstrated an effective way of involving community members through a participatory 
paradigm that seeks to mediate the diverse needs of the environment, wildlife, and people.  
People and Carnivores, for instance, enacts this paradigm by operating under these fundamental 
tenets: 
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[L]arge carnivores require special landscapes if they are to survive. To meet the 
challenges of a dynamic world, large carnivore populations will need room to roam and 
interconnect. Our vocation finds its fullest expression in settings where working 
landscapes intermesh with wildlands – places where people’s choices will determine 
whether these animals will thrive.  We follow principles of fairness, inclusivity, and 
empathy toward people. We value vital communities that constructively engage to solve 
shared problems and create a culture that respects diversity and difference.  We co-
operate with engaged, innovative thinkers and doers from all walks of life to find 
solutions for living alongside carnivores. Recognizing that genuine conservation is a 
shared endeavor, we honor the work of people from different backgrounds, occupations, 
and sectors striving to conserve wildlife and habitat. (People and Carnivores, n.d.) 
 
Steve Primm of People and Carnivores and Seth Wilson of the Blackfoot Challenge 
describe themselves as “pragmatic idealists,” who envision a shared landscape where carnivores 
fulfill their ecological role and productive agricultural and rural communities can thrive.  These 
organizations often collaborate with one another, and they distinguish themselves by operating as 
“honest brokers.”  That is, they purport to focus on the needs and concerns of local residents by 
involving them meaningfully in the planning process, application of programming efforts, and 
continued engagement with pressing environmental concerns such as carnivores’ expanding 
ranges (Pielke, 2007).  These efforts are designed to reflect the common interests of community 
members rather than the polarizing practices of many large NGOs and governmental agencies 
(Clark, 2002; 2008; Clark & Harvey, 1990; Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Taylor & Clark, 2005).  
My interviews with many people within the environmental community revealed that they not 
only recognize the limitations of the region’s current system of governance, but that they also 
hold a great deal of respect for Steve and Seth.  They described how these two individuals’ 
program efforts have made a marked difference in assuaging resistance and ameliorating 
coexistence despite a seemingly hopeless system of carnivore management: 
Work that Seth is doing, that Steve is doing, is SO ameliorative and different because it 
is, it is necessarily, it's not being done under the aperture of technocratic authority. It is 
not. So they don't, they cannot play out all of this [in the policy arena]. The only way you 
can engage people to be different is through this softening process of offering deference, 
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of listening, of supporting community, and out of that then comes something different. 
(Louisa Willcox, personal communication, July 2013) 
 
The distinguishing feature of these groups is that they have spent time building 
relationships and supporting communities without attempting to take credit for the efforts or gain 
publicity at the expense of these residents’ privacy.  Moreover, as Becky Weed of Thirteen Mile 
Farm informed me, these groups have been leaders in supporting coexistence efforts since and 
before wolves were reintroduced to the GYE: 
Steve [of People and Carnivores] has done a bunch of work not just with the Blackfoot 
[Challenge] but West of [Yellowstone National] Park in Ennis, the Centennial Range, the 
Madison Valley, and that whole area filled with wolves and grizzly bears.  But he too 
started out working on grizzly bears, became known as this grizzly bear guy before he got 
more engaged in the wolf stuff, and I think that helped him out because the bears were 
less politically loaded.  So there’s a lot of that quiet stuff happening.  There’s also, I 
think, quite a few ranchers who just on their own are learning and doing things, and they 
have no desire to trumpet their accomplishments.  They’re they would really rather be 
quiet about it. (personal communication, August 2014) 
 
Through building strong relationships, they have been able to approach the inflammatory subject 
of wolves with a measure of respect and cooperation:  
Yea, they’re [Steve and Seth] probably, in my view, the leaders in that whole coexistence 
effort.  They both had worked with the Blackfoot Challenge…It's like a hundred 
landowners up in the Blackfoot area, the areas around Helmville and that whole area 
around Bob Marshall.  And it started partly, well it was a landowner group dealing with a 
variety of issues like weed management, and less controversial stuff.  But then a lot of 
what got them going was the return of the grizzly bear to that area.  And so, Seth [of the 
Blackfoot Challenge] and others helped set up some really creative programs to protect 
boneyards13 and have a program for picking up carcasses so that there would not be any 
[bear] attractants.  Then over a period of very many years, they [the people who ran the 
Challenge] developed a lot of really good relationships.  Also, it was mostly initiated by 
the landowners themselves; Seth was a helper but he never tried to be the voice.  And so 
they had years of working together behind them when wolves started to show up.  And 
they then morphed into a range rider program, and it’s been extremely successful.  And 
                                                
13	  Ranchers	  who	  share	  their	  land	  with	  grizzlies	  and	  other	  carnivores	  face	  problems	  that	  other	  producers	  
don’t.	  	  When	  livestock	  perishes—for	  example,	  a	  calf	  succumbs	  to	  pneumonia,	  or	  a	  cow	  dies	  giving	  birth,	  those	  
carcasses	  get	  carried	  off	  to	  the	  ranch’s	  boneyard.	  However,	  in	  bear	  country,	  dead	  cows	  can	  lure	  grizzlies	  onto	  
ranches	  —	  and	  into	  potentially	  dangerous	  conflict	  with	  livestock	  and	  people.	  Unmanaged	  boneyards	  in	  
carnivore	  habitat	  like	  the	  GYE	  more	  than	  double	  the	  likelihood	  of	  clashes	  between	  humans	  and	  bears.	  
(Goldfarb,	  2014)	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it’s kind of a special case, but every geography is a special case, as you know. (Becky 
Weed, personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Another distinctive element to the approaches of the Blackfoot Challenge and People and 
Carnivores is that neither group attempts to broadcast the actions of individuals in their 
communities.  Rather, they focus instead on working directly with residents to understand their 
needs and resistance to change in order to identify possible avenues to encourage people to adopt 
proactive risk management practices in areas where wolves, grizzlies, and cougars are expanding 
their ranges.  By not attempting to put local residents in the spotlight and respecting their desire 
for anonymity, these organizations have attained a great deal of cooperation.  In contrast, groups 
that publicize or attempt to make a model out of a single rancher or hunter who supports wolves 
are far less likely to garner local support because residents do not want to jeopardize their 
standing in the community that they depend on for their lives and livelihoods.  The key therefore, 
is to make residents feel secure about their jobs and social standing to facilitate their willingness 
to participate.  According to Steve:  
Being in small communities where you rely on each other.  The consequences of being 
ostracized are really BIG […] There's just a lot of interdependency.  You look at the 
ranching community, and during branding season, for instance, one guy will schedule his 
branding for this weekend.  And, the next weekend he'll be over helping his neighbors 
brand.  They just get things done that way, and they look out for each other. And if you 
started doing things that really jeopardize that…THAT would be going well beyond just 
hurt feelings. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
 When I asked Steve to expand upon how he attempts to implement coexistence measures 
in communities where carnivores dwell or are starting to inhabit, he informed me that first step is 
to hold public meetings that occur outside of the formal policy arena for people to voice their 
concerns and perspectives.  This approach is intended to provide people with dissenting opinions 
a platform to express themselves and gain a better understanding about what changes they can 
expect as carnivores increasingly enter their communities:  
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It's outside the normal policy process.  We have a lot of community gatherings just to 
provide information and give people an opportunity to ask questions and say what's on 
their mind…At these community meetings we'll have here in the Madison, [if] you don't 
like grizzly bears, you're still welcome to come to this meeting and say so. And you 
know, I get it, grizzly bears can be kind of scary to some people.  I'm not going to 
sugarcoat it.  Your life is going to be different with grizzly bears around than it would be 
without.  I'm not going to pretend like that that's not the case, and we do get people who 
are just like, ‘oh they scare me, it's terrible.’ (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
It is his understanding of how people’s lives are changing due to grizzlies’ presence that enables 
Steve to be direct as well as sympathetic to the concerns voiced in the Madison Valley (Primm, 
1996).  As a resident of the community with whom he works, Steve also demonstrates a vested 
interest in these localized issues.  His approach reflects a profound recognition that attempting to 
deliver facts or to behave condescendingly towards other people is the least effective way to 
mediate coexistence measures.  Rather than use the gatherings to reproduce a constrained public 
dialogue or a confusing lecture of scientific facts, Steve attempts to facilitate conversations that 
address local residents’ concerns for the future of their place, livelihoods, and safety: 
I think the biggest thing is not preaching at people and being willing to [listen], starting 
with asking them questions about their lives rather than making assumptions.  And, just 
encouraging it to be a conversation rather than a lecture.  In a lot of our community 
meetings up here I tell people this is your meeting.  This is not Discovery Channel where 
you sit back and watch, this is your meeting.  You live here, and there are grizzly bears in 
your neighborhood.  This is your opportunity to help shape how that's going to play out.  
As far as what biological information they need, I try to give them a good narrative of 
what bears are all about.  That they're out there looking to find food, and grizzly bears in 
particular, because of their evolutionary history, they tend to respond with aggression to 
threats unlike black bears.  And so that makes them kind of challenging to be around and 
that's why we don't want them around.  (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Whereas the Wolf Stamp meeting was explicitly constrained in the ways that people could 
communicate their concerns and to whom, Steve’s comments demonstrate how the meetings he 
holds are designed to foster and broaden public participation through open-ended dialogue.  
When people are extended some initial respect on behalf of the facilitators and an opportunity to 
express themselves more fully, it changes the tone and tension of the meeting such that people 
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can focus on the issues at hand.  Moreover, this tenor of the meetings allows Steve to 
communicate salient biological information in a direct manner that informs and empowers 
people to understand what is happening to their landscape and what they can do to help shape 
how it will persist into the future (Clark, 2002; Primm, 1996).   
When presented as an argument for why a person is wrong or foolish, biological 
information does not encourage people to change their behavior.  Rather, it does the opposite, 
causing people to become more deeply entrenched in their beliefs (Heberlein, 2012).  However, 
Steve’s argument suggests that scientific facts are a useful and necessary tool in granting people 
a degree of agency in shaping the future of their environment.  Therefore, it’s how the 
information is communicated with the public and the ways in which people are encouraged to 
use the information.  The time and complexity it takes to figure out this nuanced way of 
communicating with people who are resistant to change is not a tactic that many people are 
willing (or financially able) to invest time and effort.  Yet, the seemingly obvious (but rarely 
implemented) practices of building relationships and fostering dialogue are the most effective 
ways to facilitate seemingly intractable stakeholders’ willingness to adopt scientifically proven 
measures that mitigate carnivore conflicts (e.g., fladry, range riders, guard dogs).  Steve shared 
one particular case about the effectiveness of sustaining communication with stakeholders in 
order to achieve a change in people’s behavior: 
I'll give you one example of learning to listen, and this still is sort of illogical, but that 
doesn't matter in the long run.  I've had people who we were trying to give a bear resistant 
garbage can to because some people are like, ‘ohhh that's going to be expensive.’  And I 
said, ‘well I've got hunters who bought this, if you don't want to pay me any money for it, 
if you want to pay me five dollars for it, we want you to have one.’ And most people will 
take it then.  Well, I've had some people who didn't want bear resistant garbage cans.  
And finally through listening to them, it became clear that they, and this is so illogical I 
can't even really articulate it.  They seem to think that by having a bear resistant garbage 
can they were acknowledging that a bear can be on their porch or right outside their 
house.  And, they're like, ‘well I don't want them right there.’ And I said, ‘well they 
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might be right there.’  And they said, ‘well I don't want them there.’  They seem to be 
thinking that by not having a bear can they were somehow or another going to keep them 
away. I think it was like a form of denial.  And so, you know, it helped me.  Finally I was 
sort of getting my head around and I was like, oh! Okay, we need to change the message 
here to get the point across about how we don't want a bear on your porch.  If you have a 
bear on your porch that is a problem.  You can call 911 if you feel like it.  If you feel up 
to chasing that bear away yourself or having a neighbor come over and chase it away, go 
right ahead.  You do not need to tolerate having a bear on your porch […] that made them 
feel better, because I think they were thinking, ‘Oh, well you know, these people are 
saying the bears should be on my porch. And that they should, but once they are ON the 
porch they should not be able to get my garbage.’ So then, we really started changing the 
message some to say, ‘your safety is paramount.’  It's going to be a terrible message for 
me to stand up here and say I don't care about these people. And it's not even true, I do 
care about them. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Taking the time to fully understand people’s logic enabled Steve to realize that he needed 
to change the message he was conveying to the community members, which then allowed him to 
address people’s reluctance to adopt the use of bear-resistant garbage cans (Figure 5.1).  
Although people’s logic about bear behavior in this instance may have been counter-intuitive, as 
Steve argued, that was not the point.  There was a need for people to adopt better safety 
measures, and he found a way to achieve that goal, which subsequently benefited local residents 
as well as nearby grizzlies.  Steve’s approach also emphasizes the importance of transparency 
and directness in communicating with the public.  It is necessary to understand people’s 
opposition, but it is also essential to be upfront and honest about one’s own beliefs whenever one 
is attempting to effect change.  Two of the biggest problems with the bureaucratic institutions 
that manage carnivores are their lack of transparency and consistent failure to assume 
responsibility (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Brunner & Steelman, 2005; Clark, Backhouse, & 
Reading, 1995).  Thus, conservation professionals seeking to effect change must assume that 
responsibility and transparency to transform the carnivore management debates from a somewhat 
stale back and forth into a conversation that is honest, ongoing, and directly addressing the 
persistent coexistence challenges that emerge (Primm, 1996; Wilson & Clark, 2007).  Finally, 
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the biggest take-home from Steve’s interactions with these community members is that he 
genuinely cares about them and respects their ideas and concerns. 
 
Figure 5.1. People and Carnivores has distributed over 130 bear-resistant garbage cans to community 
members in the Madison and Ruby Valley watersheds of Montana to make the landscape safer for people 
and bears. Photo adapted from People and Carnivores (n.d.). 
 
Steve’s concern for the local residents of his community contrasts the misanthropy of 
many environmentalists.  This misanthropy is counter-productive in light of the need to 
demonstrate an authentic and sustained interest in the people and the wildlife that require 
conservation.  This antagonism is borne of the fact that most approaches to species conservation 
have focused on saving individual animals or plants in specific locations, with the goal of 
restoring as much land as possible to its former “pristine” condition but little or no attempt to 
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reconcile those protections with the larger needs of human society (Goode, 2015).  
Consequently, these approaches often treat landowners and businesses as hostile actors, and 
conservationists such as Steve and Seth recognize that this view is far too narrow.  According to 
a recent article in the New York Times, this recognition is growing amongst conservationists 
seeking alternatives to our current scientific management system in the 21st century: 
For conservation of and coexistence with nonhuman carnivores to succeed, it must work 
on a larger scale, focusing not on preserving single species in small islands of wilderness 
but on large landscapes and entire ecosystems, and the benefits that nature provides to 
humans.  Conservation efforts, according to this view, will be more effective if they 
accept humans as a part of nature and come to terms with the fact that they have 
irrevocably altered the landscape. And instead of seeing landowners and leaseholders, 
who control the vast majority of the land where endangered species live, as enemies, 
many conservationists believe it makes more sense to enlist them as partners, convincing 
them that conservation is in their interests. (Goode, 2015) 
 
This emerging recognition reaffirms Steve’s earlier argument that, regardless of divergent 
beliefs, it is paramount to give local residents a sense of understanding and support in order to 
achieve any meaningful sort of behavioral change. 
As Steve’s experiences suggest, changing the behavior of people or attempting to make 
them more receptive to proactive risk management measures requires one to realize that people 
with divergent views merit the same respect and consideration that we extend to members of our 
own interest group.  The responsibility is then placed in the hands of community members, who 
must accept that their lives, place, and livelihoods are all changing—regardless of whether it’s 
called “climate change” or something else.  It is the difficult job of conservation professionals to 
help empower and encourage these people to become part of potential resolutions instead of 
becoming relics and casualties that are marginalized by an ineffective and disenfranchising 
system of governance; or prevent these people from becoming alienated and angry by this system 
and thus obstructionist as well (Brunner & Clark, 1997).  Thus, there is a mutual responsibility 
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for every member of the GYE to participate in future coexistence efforts.  The central task for 
conservationists, therefore, is to facilitate behavioral change in resistant community members in 
order for them to adopt the proactive measures to mitigating carnivore conflicts. Such measures 
would warrant community members—even the most intractable—a degree of agency in shaping 
the future of their place, but it is often these very same people who are unwilling to recognize 
this potential due to their resistance to change and being mired in the current lopsided decision-
making processes.  Empowerment is more effective in overcoming this resistance compared to 
any top-down approach that devalues the contribution of residents’ lives and livelihoods.  There 
is nothing to be gained by approaches that involve agency officials or scientists entering 
communities, telling people that how they live their lives is wrong, and expecting these people to 
take them seriously.  Steve spoke to the ineffectiveness of this approach and how People and 
Carnivores attempts to distinguish themselves:  
I think we just come across as way more realistic and somebody they can trust, as 
opposed to somebody who hasn't been out there experiencing this and coming in and 
saying, 'Oh, you're having a wolf predation problem? You must be doing something 
wrong.  Here. I've never used this tool, but I'm going to tell you that this tool is 
guaranteed to work.'  And I don't know that anybody really puts it that way, but it's that 
way it comes across. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
 Similar to the approach and philosophy of Steve Primm, Seth Wilson of the Blackfoot 
Challenge expressed like-minded views about how he has worked to mediate human-nonhuman 
carnivore coexistence in northern Montana over the past twenty years: 
We certainly have our conservation ideals with respect to bears and wolves, but we're 
very pragmatic about how we try to implement it.  Through partnerships, through 
participatory efforts, through collaborative efforts.  Being thoughtful about sharing 
success, all that kind of stuff.  And that's a different approach, and that's sometimes 
harder to find funding for all of that, and not always be up in the headlines.  We're 
sometimes very quiet in the media about what we've had a lot of hand in. We'd rather 
have a rancher talk about the successes that they've enjoyed than have us talk about it. 
(personal communication, August, 2014) 
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As with the efforts of People and Carnivores, Seth and his peers at the Blackfoot Challenge are 
transparent about their values and focused on improving community members’ lives rather than 
attempting to gain publicity for their work.  There is also an emphasis on ensuring that the 
Blackfoot Challenge is a community-based initiative—a collective effort that supports and 
encourages broad participation and collaboration of local residents on programming measures 
seeking to address coexistence challenges (Wilson & Clark, 2007).  Seth described the process of 
refinement that has gone in to ensuring that the Blackfoot Challenge provides a platform for 
broad public participation, and he also shared the success that has ensued as a result of being 
open to evolving his organization’s practices to meet people’s needs:  
Here's just sort of an interesting little nuance in all of this; so, when we started, we had 
our initial meetings during the day.  And you know, a lot of ranchers couldn't [make it]. 
They're working, they're busy, [and] they couldn't make it during the day. And so, we 
were clever.  Some folks didn't want to be in Missoula or necessarily even up in the 
Blackfoot. We started out holding them there, but people didn't want to sit around the 
room with a bunch of environmental folks.  So, we ended up, it was kind of interesting, 
we ended up devising a night meeting for a smaller group of ranchers, called our 
Landowner Advisory Group, and we brought a dinner.  And that was really, it was sort of 
a little trick that worked.  People are like, ‘oh great, they come for dinner, they value, 
everyone's being thoughtful, you know, they value what we have to say.’  And to this 
day, we've still maintained this Landowner Advisory Group within our Wildlife 
Committee. (personal communication, August, 2014) 
 
Because of the strength that has developed through the evolving efforts of the Blackfoot 
Challenge, state and federal agency officials in the region have been forced to adapt their 
approach to working with and addressing members of the community.  Rather than assert control 
over how the meetings are run and restricting the platforms for discussion about contentious 
carnivore management issues, agency officials must work with this community and attend 
meetings as people, not institutions: 
I think some of the government folks quickly realized that in the Blackfoot Challenge, 
people expect you to just be person first and foremost, not necessarily be an authority or 
agent of the government, which they ARE, but just simply, for example, most of the 
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federal and state folks that we work with, they don't wear their uniforms.  You know, just 
sort of, like, we're people.  We talk a lot about checking your ego at the door when you're 
coming to these meetings.  It doesn't matter if you have your PhD or not, or if you have a 
masters or not, or whether you're the federal wildlife biologist or not.  We work on the 
premise that you HAVE to start in the spirit of civility and respect, and that's really how 
you get things done.  We have a saying from a rancher named David Manning; it's the 
80/20 rule.  We only try to focus on the 80 percent to start with in our work, and we 
realize maybe we do not agree on the 20 percent.  But we can get to that if we have some 
of those early discussions that are civil, thoughtful, based on respect. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 
The 80/20 rule that Seth articulates is related to the concept of the “moveable middle;” that is, a 
majority of people who are affected by the presence of large carnivores share many similar 
concerns and goals for the protection of their place.  If conservation professionals can identify 
the common concerns and interests of the communities where they work, then these agents will 
be more successful in developing a climate of shared responsibility and cohesion.  It is this 
collective building that allows the more divisive concerns—e.g., the hunting of wolves or the 
delisting of grizzly bears—to be addressed more effectively than the current tactics of litigation 
and public media battles (Wilson & Clark, 2007).  This achievement and culture of respect is 
once again contingent upon building relationships across agencies and stakeholder interests, 
which is the fundamental element of strong community-based initiatives like the Blackfoot 
Challenge: 
The investment in relationships is incredible. You know, we've been sort of thinking 
about, what are the big BIG pieces of success in collaborative conservation in the West.  
And we sort of see three key pillars. You have to have strong landowner leadership and 
landowner participation; you need your public agencies typically involved, and with the 
landownership it's going to necessitate that work wherever you are; and then the third 
pillar is coordination of resources.  If you have those three, then we try to use science 
that's agreed upon, the best available information.  You have to coordinate all of that, and 
then, you can do a lot.  Whether it's water issues or wildlife issues. (personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
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Forming strong relationships must first occur in order for these three key pillars of success to 
develop, and together they are all necessary components for enacting collaborative conservation 
efforts similar to the Blackfoot Challenge or People and Carnivores. 
Seth’s approaches as part of the Blackfoot Challenge have been particularly successful in 
transforming ranchers’ practices with carnivore-livestock depredation in the Blackfoot River 
Valley on Montana—an area with a large grizzly presence and growing wolf population.  In 
2003, the Blackfoot Challenge began working with state and federal agencies to assist in the 
collection and composting of dead cattle in this region.  This effort has significantly reduced the 
number of grizzly attacks (Figure 5.2), and its early development has also made ranchers more 
effective in reducing wolf-livestock depredations as wolves have entered the region since the 
reintroduction: 
In the early years, we had grizzly bears, and now we have wolves after the reintroduction, 
spending more and more time scavenging for livestock carcasses on ranches.  A Western 
tradition of cattle ranching, during the calving season, typically people will have natural 
death loss.  So, a mother might die giving birth, or a calf might just die because of the 
weather or scours or disease.  So, typically ranchers, literally from B.C., Alberta, all the 
way down to Mexico, typically have what’s called a bone yard, or a carcass pit.  And 
people have just, for hundreds of years, have just thrown these carcasses into them.  You 
can imagine, if you’ve got 100 ranches on the landscape, that’s 100 opportunities for a 
bear to come and find a Sunday buffet.  So, a very practical program we started, is we 
mapped.  I mapped the [ranches] all out, with the ranchers’ help.  And it was really eye 
opening for these ranchers to see the number of bone yards and the spatial extent of them 
because mapping is powerful.  And then together we decided how to start phasing those 
bone yards out by collecting carcasses off those ranches. Actually, I’m making a short 
film about this practice to tell this larger story about the importance of building 
partnerships and collaborating and making it all work. (S. Wilson, personal 
communication, August, 2014) 
 




Figure 5.2. Following the development of the livestock carcass removal program in 2003, the number of 
grizzly conflicts with livestock declined, and the number of grizzlies killed or relocated dropped to zero.  
Map and image adapted from Wilson (2009). 
 
As with the approach of People and Carnivores, Seth integrated local knowledge and 
scientific information in order to encourage and strengthen people’s willingness to participate in 
the carcass removal program.  The effort became even more successful when he made sure to 
protect the anonymity of ranchers in order to respect these individuals’ concerns about 
community standing and sense of privacy: 
I would say that with this carcass removal effort…I think people, at first they were very 
reluctant to participate because they didn't want their death-loss numbers being disclosed 
to their neighbors for fear of being perceived as deficient in animal husbandry.  So, very 
private information, my gosh, you know like, you’re losing a lot of cattle, your neighbors 
might think you're not very good as a rancher...Why are all these cows dying? You know, 
like you're not that good, and so we got around some of that by creating these anonymous 
drop-off zones…Our hired driver, we had a hired driver who goes to this, who goes to the 
ranch, and instead of having him go onto the ranch, the ranchers just bring their calves off 
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the ranch to an anonymous site, and then they'd be picked up.  But after a year, when 
everyone realized that we weren't going to disclose, I keep all the data, over all these 
years I've been the manager of it all, and I've never disclosed it, it's all confidential so.  
The initial year, only about, we collected 63 carcasses (Figure 5.3).  And then the next 
year, like 150. Now, you do 600 every year or so [across the 1.5-million-acre watershed]. 
(personal communication, August, 2014). 
 
It is through Seth’s attention to the needs and concerns of the community members that the 
carcass removal effort has become a readily adopted tool in proactively managing against the 
depredation of carnivores on livestock, and ensuring the safety of people and wildlife. 
   
Figure 5.3. The number of livestock carcasses removed across the 1.5-million-acre watershed region of 
the Blackfoot Valley from 2003 to 2009.  After the initial year, the number of carcasses delivered to the 
anonymous drop site increased significantly as people from the 35 ranches in the region began to trust 
that their confidentiality would not be compromised. Image and graph adapted from Wilson (2009). 
 
As Steve, Seth, and many others whom I encountered in my research have underscored, 
the need to build relationships in places where people and wildlife struggle to coexist must come 
before any other measure.  There is a profound lack of capacity building in our current system of 
carnivore management, and overcoming these limitations to empower people to take action will 
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require integrative work that recognizes the importance of meeting the needs of all predators.  
The programming efforts of Steve and Seth reflect a growing recognition amongst conservation 
professionals that more practice-based methods for ecosystem and wildlife management are 
necessary (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Clark, 2002; Clark, Backhouse, & Reading, 1995).  To meet 
this need and growing recognition, there are collectives such as the Northern Rockies 
Conservation Cooperative, where groups like People and Carnivores and the Blackfoot 
Challenge work together with one another to build upon and expand their integrative approaches: 
By coordinating cooperative partnerships among NGOs, state and federal agencies, and 
others, we foster a vibrant a communication network between researchers and decision 
makers. NRCC was created to illuminate changes in our natural surroundings and 
communities, and to encourage new strategies and partnerships for conservation that 
clarify and secure common interest outcomes. (Northern Rockies Conservation 
Cooperative, n.d.) 
 
Through the cooperative partnerships supported by NRCC, Steve, Seth, and other researchers 
can build their capacity as conservation practitioners and support the programming efforts of 
their peers, rather than compete with them.  As part of my own theoretical and methodological 
development, the conclusions from this case study and the future directions I outline in the 
following section are rooted in many of the paradigms developed by scientists and research 
affiliates of NRCC (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Clark, 2002; Clark, Backhouse, & Reading, 1995; 
Primm, 1996; Wilson & Clark, 2007).  Specifically, I draw upon the work of Steve, Seth, and 
other groups involved with the Northern Rockies Conservation Cooperative in order to develop 
and strengthen future programming measures that focus on improving the processes that manage 
people’s conflicts with carnivores and one another.  In order to achieve this goal, I argue that 
these future efforts must employ an adaptive governance approach that integrates the common 
interests of people, wolves, grizzlies, and cougars alike.   
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Moving Forward, as People, Carnivores, and a Community  
 
Finally, it should be noted that remnants of scientific management and tendencies toward 
adaptive governance are not limited to natural resources in the American West. Similar patterns 
can be found in management, social policy, the workplace, climate change policy, and, more 
generally, critiques of failed totalitarian schemes in the twentieth century. (Brunner & Steelman, 
2005, p.35) 
 
In revisiting my initial argument, people are fellow predators with the added dimension 
of human consciousness.  It is this critical consciousness that instills in people a responsibility 
and a capacity to make informed decisions about the land, resources, and wildlife of the GYE 
and how they should be managed into the future. As the previous chapters reveal, addressing the 
social and material conflicts amongst human and nonhuman carnivores in order to compel people 
to make informed decisions is difficult because their competing interests regarding these animals 
are firmly entrenched.  Therefore, there is no “silver bullet” for these coexistence challenges that 
we face in the 21st century.  Rather than undertake research that ignored the lack of feasibility of 
a “silver bullet” approach to conservation, the questions that drove this study sought to reveal the 
complex overlay of contextual, sociocultural, and political ecological factors that coalesce to 
produce the conflict-laden landscape of carnivore management in the GYE.  Four objectives 
guided this study: 1) map the physical and symbolic ways the human and nonhuman predators 
entangle with one another in the GYE; 2) identify the full-range of the GYE’s stakeholder 
interests regarding the presence and management of carnivores; 3) deconstruct the system of 
governance the GYE; 4) understand the implications of human-based conflicts on the lives of 
wolves, grizzlies, and cougars in the region.  In undertaking research guided by these objectives, 
this dissertation addresses a larger, more pressing question of how future approaches to 
mediating human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence must evolve as we move forward. 
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As a result of grounded approach I took to addressing these objectives, this dissertation 
evolved to be less an exploration of feminist science theory and critical animal geography and 
more an analysis of practice-based concerns and policy limitations in managing coexistence. The 
theoretical frameworks I employed in chapter one spurred my interest in the carnivore conflicts, 
and these disciplines guided the way that I developed my project.  As I went about my research, 
however, the practical issues at stake and the policy critiques became my focus; yet, these 
theoretical framings serve as a foundation to my analyses and inform the reimagining of policy 
and practice that I am outlining in this conclusion. 
Additionally, attention to the local-scale issue of contested meanings about carnivores 
and their management serves to illustrate how large-scale issues of climate change and human 
population growth manifest themselves in the everyday.  Climate change and human population 
growth are two of the biggest problems that people living in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
(and elsewhere) face, but these large-scale issues get lost or obfuscated because the problem gets 
discussed as a local issue about hunting wolves or delisting grizzly bears.  These local issues, 
while significant physical and conceptual concerns for people’s safety and livelihoods, must also 
be understood within the broader context of which they occur.  This dissertation therefore 
integrates the scope and context of environmental change that has caused people’s contestations 
about carnivores and their management to become increasingly divisive in the first place.  
Moreover, attention to the local issue of carnivore management and conservation in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem illuminates the complexity of global concerns like climate change that 
we do not address sufficiently in our policy or planning practices. 
Subsequently, the preceding content chapters examine and clarify the environmental 
history, social processes, and decision-making processes in which people, wolves, grizzlies, and 
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cougars entangle with one another and compete to retain (and expand) their “place” in the GYE.  
This discussion also reveals the underlying factors that contribute to why the debates over 
carnivore management have been reduced in public arenas to a polarized dichotomy that fails to 
integrate the diversity and nuances of people’s views, knowledge, and interests about the 
region’s predators.  The problem with this dichotomy, which manifests itself in various ways 
(e.g., conservationist/preservationist, pro-/anti- hunting, federal/state), is that it positions 
people’s views about nature, wildlife, and the environment as an opposition.  As Taylor Ricketts, 
the director of the Gund Institute for Ecological Economics at the University of Vermont argues, 
“I don’t see why it’s a problem to talk on several levels about the importance of conserving 
nature.  The big mistake has been to frame this as a choice” (Goode, 2015).  The importance of 
protecting the wildlife with whom we share the planet is not a choice; it is a reality that we 
struggle to conceptualize and integrate into the practices of our daily lives.   
Rather than continue to position people as oppositional with one another, it would be 
more productive and less conflict-laden if efforts were to focus on the common concerns and 
interests of people who are struggling with how to manage the changes associated with a 
warming climate and rapidly growing human population in the area.  My goal therefore is not to 
“solve” anything but to support and enhance efforts that reduce the predator conflicts and 
manage diverse predatory stakeholders’ needs in the GYE.  I want to underscore that these 
efforts will not happen quickly, and they will require environmental professionals to build 
successful relationships across interest groups and organizational affiliations as well as expand 
on successful practices to date (e.g., People and Carnivores; the Blackfoot Challenge; NRCC).  
Some environmentalists may argue that we as a species and planet do not have the luxury of time 
to make this effort and that we must act now to achieve anything.  I would ask these individuals, 
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what hope is there if we (environmentalists) continue to put forth ideas that alienate resistant 
stakeholders and further entrench ourselves in the current “us versus them” opposition?  Instead, 
what I suggest here is a paradigm shift through integrating three practice-based approaches 
adapted from Reading, McCain, Clark and Miller (2005) that emphasize sustained efforts to 
improve carnivore management policy and human-nonhuman predator coexistence strategies: a) 
broadening participation through community-based initiatives; b) implementing a practice-based 
approach to conservation; and c) developing public support.  These measures I outline are 
intended to complement and inform the approaches of collectives such as the Northern Rockies 
Conservation Cooperative in the GYE and beyond. 
Broadening Participation through Community-Based Initiatives: 
The institutions (e.g., government agencies and private organizations) that oversee the 
conservation of large carnivores would benefit from broadening the formal and informal 
opportunities for stakeholders to participate in the management of wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  
First, a formal decision-making body comprised of representatives from all of the requisite 
public and private agencies should be developed because certain legal authority cannot be 
delegated to others and more dialogue across agency affiliations is necessary (Reading et al., 
2005).  Although a few interagency teams already exist (e.g., Interagency Greater Bear 
Committee, Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committee), there needs to be more effort on 
behalf of these and other collectives to increase the coordination of resources and cooperation of 
different organizational interests on carnivore coexistence matters.  Second, there must also be 
informal or localized efforts at the community level in the GYE in order to allow stakeholders 
from the full range of perspectives and values about carnivores to participate in governance 
issues and decisions 
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To shape these community-based initiatives, local conservation professionals should hold 
public meetings scheduled in the times and spaces that are accessible to most residents in order 
to provide the broadest possible platform for public participation.  As the approaches of Seth and 
Steve suggest, these meetings will likely have to be tailored as the needs of the community 
members become more apparent with sustained engagement.  Moreover, the meetings must be 
focused on supporting open-ended discussions, offer real opportunities for asking questions, and 
insist on respectful discussion.  Managing these community efforts competently is therefore the 
critical responsibility of conservation agents, and may require special training so that they can 
ensure that the initiatives offered and discussed are interactive and function in ways that ensure 
participants’ willingness to work cooperatively with one another, even in the face of very 
different values.  Thus, the agents responsible for these efforts are tasked with identifying 
common interests and managing group conflicts before they become unproductive.  Face-to-face 
communication across agencies, interests, and areas of expertise, rather than written commentary 
or remote participation is ideal for achieving this success.   
Within these community-based initiatives, participants should also have opportunities to 
integrate their own local knowledge with the scientific knowledge of conservation professionals 
in order to resolve factual issues through personal experience (e.g., bear-resistant garbage cans, 
carcass removal).  Through integrating local knowledge about regional issues such as livestock 
management with scientific information on matters such as grizzly dispersal and foraging 
ecology, community members are able to witness first-hand the benefits from adopting scientific 
measures that proactively manage against the risk of carnivore damage.  Similarly, scientists can 
also benefit from learning about local individuals’ first-hand experiences with the landscape and 
wildlife in order to innovate and expand their thinking.  There needs to be genuine sharing of 
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knowledge, rather than the privileging of one form of information over another.  Therefore, these 
outcomes depend upon the ability of participants to build mutual respect and trust.   
This integration of knowledge has proven effective in the efforts of the Blackfoot 
Challenge to mitigate the risks associated with grizzlies.  As part of the development of this 
community-based initiative, Seth employed participatory mapping techniques that used locals’ 
knowledge of pasture usage and beehive locations (Figure 5.4) and wildlife management data 
from FWP about grizzly ranges and areas of conflict (Figure 5.5).  This information was then 
integrated using statistical analyses and global positioning system (GPS) data to prioritize project 
sites in areas with the greatest likelihood of potential human-carnivore conflict and livestock 
depredation (Figure 5.6).  Together, locals’ knowledge and scientific findings provided a 
cohesive understanding of the priority areas where efforts, such as the carcass removal program 
and others (e.g., range rider initiatives, neighborhood network, waste management, and fencing 
implementation), were most needed (Wilson, 2009).  This integrative approach led to a 
willingness and a desire on behalf of livestock producers and landowners to have the Blackfoot 
Challenge work on these issues.  Moreover, these individuals wanted to be a part of the projects.  
Stakeholders’ involvement with and ownership over the types of projects implemented in their 
communities are indicative of a greater likelihood for the success and longevity of any 
coexistence measure (Wilson & Clark, 2007), which underscores the necessity of including 
community members through meaningful participation from the very beginning.  




Figure 5.4. Community members provided information about possible risk structures, such as livestock 
pastures, beehives, residential structures, and bone yards.  Maps and Image adapted from Wilson (2009). 
 
 
Figure 5.5. Map of producer knowledge and a map of wildlife management data from FWP were 
integrated by Seth using GPS analysis. Maps and Image adapted from Wilson (2009). 




Figure 5.6. Priority sites identified by Seth Wilson for project implementation. Maps and Image adapted 
from Wilson (2009). 
 
Public officials must also be involved in community-based initiatives, but they should not 
be the sole agents responsible for the measures being enacted.  Thus, much of the onus for 
achieving these protocols and outcomes rests with the conservation agents overseeing the 
meetings and attempting to develop programming efforts to support the common interests of a 
community.  Conservation agents can improve their effectiveness in this effort by enabling 
members of the community to become part of the facilitation and leadership of the initiative.  As 
Seth’s Landowner Advisory Committee demonstrates, the inclusion of residents as part of the 
leadership team strengthens an initiative’s long-term success.  The challenge for these 
conservation professionals also lies in obtaining sufficient resources to hold these meetings, 
support broad stakeholder participation in governance strategies, and sustain ongoing operations 
of their initiatives.  Without sufficient funding or adequate resources to carry out the desired 
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efforts of their community, conservation professionals are unable to accommodate people’s and 
nonhuman predators’ needs.  Thus, there is also an imperative for governmental agencies and 
private foundations to financially support the efforts of groups seeking to broaden public 
participation and transform the ways in which conservation professionals enact coexistence 
efforts.  More specifically, the types of research, programming, and environmental efforts that 
receive funding should be directed towards the initiatives that are shifting conservation 
conversations to be more inclusive and participatory. 
Community-based initiatives are one of the most promising approaches to the challenges 
of mediating human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence.  As the numerous individuals who show 
up to public meetings, submit comments to their local government offices, and write op-eds in 
local newspapers demonstrate, people are willing to fight for their beliefs.  Rather than continue 
to restrict people’s right to fight to a limited discourse that too often reduces to ‘us versus them’ 
and a system of constant litigation, it would be more productive to develop and enhance 
community-based initiatives that pay attention to and respect local people’s issues and actively 
seek their participation and consent.  When these initiatives are successful, what often occurs is a 
more readily adopted set of policies that participants can assume responsibility and 
accountability over because they are the ones who must live with the direct consequences of its 
implementation (Reading et al., 2005). Broadened participation along the lines of the above 
approaches redirects the ownership of carnivore management policies into the hands of the 
community members, and instills a greater imperative in these individuals to follow and 
continuously develop the coexistence measures that govern their everyday lives. 
The development of community-based initiatives presents an alternative to the 
contemporary predator management paradigms.  Specifically, community-based initiatives that 
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are composed of participants from diverse interests, such as People and Carnivores or the 
Blackfoot Challenge, create and support a broad base of participation, thereby preventing 
authority and control over carnivore management issues within the broader decision-making 
process from being dictated by any singular entity.  As a result, the overall success of any policy 
measure is dependent on the small scale and issue focus of a community, rather than the 
exclusive interests of top agency officials (Brunner & Steelman, 2005).  The organizations that 
structure and govern carnivore management will not disappear, nor should they.  Community-
based initiatives enable agency officials to more effectively accomplish their jobs because public 
participation facilitates the integration of community members’ knowledge of local contexts with 
the science and technology that policymakers seek to employ.  In the effort to address the GYE’s 
myriad predator conflicts, achieving broad participation and success with community-based 
initiatives would be best supported by a practice-based approach to conservation, also referred to 
as an adaptive management strategy (Reading et al., 2005). 
Practice-Based Conservation through Adaptive Management  
 As emerging and as envisioned here, adaptive governance is a pattern of practices; it cannot be 
reduced to any one thing without serious distortion. Adaptive governance includes the 
adaptation of policy decisions to real people, not the cardboard caricatures sometimes 
constructed for scientific or managerial purposes. Real people act on limited subjective 
perspectives that are diverse, not uniform; they act both rationally and nonrationally on these 
perspectives; and, though influenced by external factors, their acts are not determined by 
scientific or public laws. Sound policy is based on people as they are, and in a democracy it 
seeks to advance their common interests within practical constraints. (Brunner & Steelman, 
2005, p.19) 
 
The term “adaptive management” encompasses a variety of conceptions, from formal 
scientific experimentation to more informal trial-and-error approaches to governance.  For the 
practice-based conservation approach that I advocate, I envision adaptive management as a 
process-oriented response to the growing recognition amongst scientists, policymakers, and 
community members that the established practices governing human and nonhuman predators 
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are increasingly problematic.  None of the policy measures related to wolves, grizzlies, or 
cougars can be governed by a purely “technical” solution or one that is reducible to scientific 
facts.  Therefore a practice-based approach to managing people and nonhuman carnivores in the 
GYE presents an avenue by which policy can advance the common interest rather than serve as 
an exclusionary vehicle that benefits the special interests of a few at the net cost to the 
community of human and nonhuman predators.  Given the broad definition and potential 
implications of adaptive management, there are three key features to the approach that I am 
suggesting (Stankey et al., 2003). 
First, a practice-based approach to conservation imitates the scientific method in many 
ways because it addresses policy issues and action items as experiments to learn from and 
continuously improve.  Therefore, this approach requires: 
Postulating hypotheses, highlighting uncertainties, structuring actions to expose 
hypotheses to field tests, processing and evaluating results, and adjusting subsequent 
actions in light of those results. In an adaptive approach, actions and policies are 
undertaken based on the best available knowledge and they are implemented in such a 
way as to produce new understanding that can inform subsequent actions. (Stankey et al., 
2003, p.41). 
In the case of managing the carnivore conflicts of the GYE, an example of this approach could 
include a policy measure that provides federal or state support to ranchers who wish to adopt 
more proactive methods of mitigating carnivore-livestock damage (e.g., subsidy for range riders, 
guard dogs, fladry, bear-resistant residential garbage cans, carcass removal, etc.).  Through this 
approach, scientific inquiry could inform decision-makers about the areas of greatest concern—
for instance, where wolves are beginning to disperse or grizzlies are becoming increasingly 
aggressive for food rewards.  This information could then be used to inform community 
members about the potential risks and ways in which the agencies can support their safety and 
livelihoods.  Through processes of continued evaluation, the successful methods could be 
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enhanced and the less accessible or appropriate tools could be revised.  Some of these ideas are 
already being effectively implemented as People and Carnivores and the Blackfoot Challenge 
demonstrate, and the efforts of other initiatives that are currently unsuccessful require assistance 
through program evaluation to identify how their approaches could be remodeled and improved. 
 In this context, the second component to the approach I posit is to treat the risk and 
uncertainty of potential applied measures as an opportunity to build understanding and shared 
responsibility amongst community members, policymakers, and scientists about the tools and 
resources necessary for reducing conflicts and managing predatory stakeholders’ needs.  As 
Becky Weed argued in chapter three, there is a shared risk and responsibility to living, working, 
and playing in the GYE.  Rather than treat this risk as a reason for inaction and a risk-averse 
system of governance, such conditions should trigger experimental actions (and financial support 
for these actions!) that could produce a greater understanding, thereby reducing some of the 
threats and uncertainty of living with and among grizzlies, wolves, and cougars.  Moreover, the 
prevailing recognition amongst almost all of my participants regarding the inadequacy of the 
GYE’s current system of carnivore management suggests that efforts to develop, evaluate, and 
refine alternatives would grant people a greater sense of agency in the shaping of their place and 
a stronger sense of responsibility in continuously improving it.  Failure to adapt or attempt 
alternative practices in the face of uncertainty foregoes any possibility for improvements 
whatsoever.  As McClain and Lee (1996) elaborate, a practice-based approach must therefore 
seek to: (1) produce a new understanding based on systematic assessment of feedback from 
management actions; (2) incorporate that knowledge into subsequent actions; and (3) create 
venues in which understanding and disagreement can be communicated (Stankey et al., 2003).  
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Finally, scientific knowledge is a critical component to predator management; however, 
the science applied in adaptive governance, or a practice-based approach to carnivore 
conservation, is contextual.  This contextual approach to science is rooted in my theoretical 
framings of feminist science studies and the integrative discipline of policy sciences (Clark, 
2002; Clark, Amato, Whittemore, & Harvey, 1991; Clark & Harvey, 1990; Clark & 
Zaunbrecher, 1987; Primm & Clark, 1996a).  Contextual is used here to signify that the scientific 
information is generated from a situated and embodied approach in which the researcher clarifies 
his or her observational standpoint and recognizes the inherent biases that one’s experiences 
contribute to the questions and answers derived (Barad, 2003; Butler, 1989; Deckha, 2012; 
Foucault, 1980; 1982; 1994; Haraway, 1998; Harding, 1998; Hawkins, 1998; Keller, 1998; 
Plumwood, 1993; 2004).  Additionally, the type of science employed in a practice-based 
approach necessitates interpretations and judgments that assimilate the social and material 
context of a particular place (e.g., the environmental history of the GYE) with relevant 
ecological information.  Therefore, the policy process of an adaptive management approach 
attends to the full range of factors that I identified as contributing to the carnivore conflicts and 
the contemporary findings achieved through scientific inquiry.   
In the case of the GYE’s coexistence challenges, this iterative and integrative method is 
necessary in order to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of human and nonhuman 
predators’ stakes as well as attend to the diverse needs of people, wildlife, and the environment.  
As Abraham Kaplan (1963) argued in his seminal book, American Ethics and Public Policy, 
“policy must be scientific to be effective. . . But to say scientific is not to speak [only] of the 
paraphernalia and techniques of the laboratory; it is to say realistic and rational—empirically 
grounded and self-corrective in application. Policy is scientific when it is formed by the free use 
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of intelligence on the materials of experience.”  Neither science nor policy is static or fixed in 
this approach (Brunner & Clark, 1997; Clark, 2002; Clark & Rutherford, 2014; Haraway, 1998; 
Harding, 1998; Keller, 1998; Lasswell, 1970; Lichtman & Clark, 1994).  As the environmental 
history presented in chapter three demonstrates, the material and social landscape of the GYE is 
constantly in flux, and the scientific information and the policy measures by which the region’s 
people, nonhuman predators, and place are governed must be fluid and evolve as well.   
Taken together, a practice-based approach to carnivore conservation goes far beyond 
traditional scientific management because it is integrative and necessitates attention to the 
context (geography and environmental history), social processes (the daily practices and 
livelihoods of people and nonhuman predators), and decision-making processes (economic 
imperatives, scientific findings, and regulations of public and private agencies).  Therefore, 
progress and evaluation of outcomes is measured with respect to process and “best practices” 
rather than perfection, which is a self-defeating aspiration that fails to meet the common interests 
of people and wildlife alike.  In order to remain effective, practice-based approaches such as the 
system I describe above require interpretative and qualitative methods of evaluation that 
integrate multiple sources of evidence and operate under the premise that “the knowledge of the 
system we deal with is always incomplete.  Surprise is inevitable.  Not only is the science 
incomplete, but the system itself is a moving target, evolving because of the impact of 
management and other factors” (Reading et al., 2005, p. 69).   
Developing Public Support, Managing Opposition 
 Effectively managing and reducing the public vitriol regarding the predator conflicts is 
arguably the greatest challenge in the efforts to conserve carnivores and mediate coexistence.  
Grizzlies, cougars, and especially wolves elicit strong emotional responses from people across 
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the spectrum of stakeholder interests, and without public support, neither community-based 
initiatives nor adaptive governance can be successful.  Therefore, it is building relationships, 
which I have emphasized throughout this dissertation must frame all future efforts to develop 
public support.  Similarly, an effective strategy centered on building and sustaining strong public 
relations can also manage and reduce public opposition.  One method for addressing people’s 
opposition is by drawing upon Cutlip and Center’s public relations model of “pressure, purchase, 
and persuasion” (1964).  Under this model, “pressure” in the GYE case would refer to the 
judicious deployment of laws and regulations through interagency task forces on contested issues 
such as public lands grazing or trapping in wildlife corridors where carnivores range in order to 
support these animals’ need for connected habitats.  I raise this method as an alternative to the 
exclusively top-down approaches to managing resources, which should be invoked only after 
other social relations strategies fail to achieve the necessary public support for broader 
coexistence measures.   
“Purchase” entails the use of financial incentives to encourage resistant stakeholders to 
participate in efforts such as Predator Friendly in order to maintain carnivore habitat connectivity 
on private lands and facilitate people’s willingness to adopt alternative approaches to mitigating 
carnivore-livestock damage.  This tactic would be particularly difficult in the present case, as 
many local agricultural interests support the lethal measures used by Wildlife Services in 
addressing carnivore-livestock damage, and financial incentives often fail to alter people’s 
underlying values and attitudes (Heberlein, 2012; Reading et al., 2005).  Therefore, it will 
require sustained efforts on the part of conservation professionals to demonstrate the benefits of 
adopting proactive alternatives.  In this context, “persuasion” requires an innovative approach to 
educating and collaborating with local stakeholders that supports understanding, cohesion, and 
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behavioral modification through integration of scientific and local knowledge.  Building support 
locally and nationally for efforts to shift the paradigm of managing human-nonhuman carnivore 
coexistence will demand that conservation professionals constantly refine each of branch of this 
model as the needs and interests of people and wildlife evolve and the availability of resources 
changes. 
 The “pressure, purchase, and persuasion” model that I advocate for natural resource 
professionals to implement is likely to receive substantial criticism by other scientists involved 
with the conservation community for its intention to influence people’s behavior in order to 
achieve certain management outcomes for carnivores.  However, other social actors such as 
lobbyists, environmental advocates, and other interest groups invested in carnivore management 
(and the broader political system) are always attempting to shape and influence one another 
(Reading et al., 2005).  Moreover, as the recent history of the GYE suggests, at the regional and 
national levels there has been increasing emphasis on conserving native wildlife, which includes 
grizzlies, wolves, cougars, and other carnivores.  Thus, I am arguing for the importance of 
respecting diverse participants’ values and attitudes, and attempting to integrate their ideals with 
programming and initiatives that are aligned with the broader goals of wildlife and natural 
resource conservation in the GYE.  As the successful outcomes of the Blackfoot Challenge, 
People and Carnivores, and other groups in the Northern Rockies Conservation Cooperative 
demonstrate, future efforts to develop initiatives are more likely to succeed if they focus on 
programming that both supports community members’ concerns and encourages them to adopt a 
greater understanding of the changing socio-ecological context of which their lives and 
livelihoods are a part. 
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Taken together, the findings of my case study and the three interconnected measures 
described above provide substantial support for the potential of a practice-based approach to 
conservation in managing the complexity of carnivore coexistence.  However, there is 
considerable difference between the potential of this concept and its application on the ground.  
Given the importance of on-the-ground evaluation of the application of integrative methods in a 
complex field such as the GYE, the next step of my research is to begin developing a practice-
based approach within one of the GYE’s communities.  Specifically, I plan to examine and refine 
the very practice-based approaches that I am arguing for in this conclusion.  The research for this 
dissertation was based in a detailed view of a contemporary management issue through 
qualitative methods that asked “what” and “how” questions regarding the barriers to human-
nonhuman carnivore coexistence in the GYE.  I now want to apply a similarly detailed view to 
examine specific aspects of adaptive management, such as the role of organizational 
commitments, platforms for formal and informal participation, monitoring and evaluation 
protocols, requisite training for conservation professional, and budgetary needs and constraints 
that are particularly suited to address and alter some of the barriers to carnivore coexistence in 
the GYE at present. 
One Predator’s Perspective on Next Steps and Future Directions 
May we forever prove (by our action) that people can join together for mutual benefit and 
greater good. (Tom McCall, Oregon Governor, 1967-1975) 
 
To conclude, the challenge of mediating human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence will not 
be resolved through any conventional problem solving or unilateral methodology.  The key is to 
reduce and better manage conflicts with wolves, grizzlies, and cougars.  As the complexities and 
nuances of the historical and geographical context, social processes, and decision-making 
processes of the region make evident, this task will not yield to an easy, quick, or a fixed 
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approach.  Instead, it depends on the ability of conservation leaders to build more community-
based initiatives that facilitate ongoing relationships amongst and across stakeholder interests, 
agency representatives, and scientists along the lines of the Blackfoot Challenge or People and 
Carnivores.  As chapter three argues, it is the small acts of everyday life that shape people’s 
relationships to one another and the nonhuman carnivores of the region (DiChiro, 2008).  
Therefore, it is also these small acts—the relationship building, the conversations, and the 
consistent presence in the community—that allow conservation professionals like Steve Primm 
and Seth Wilson to achieve the necessary coexistence measures that support local community 
members’ interests and mitigate conflicts with nonhuman carnivores.  Long-term commitment 
and training is required to achieve such goals, which is where my own recent involvement with 
the Northern Rockies Conservation Cooperative as a Research Associate must come to play an 
important role as this collective seeks to build and expand its efforts to mediate human-wildlife 
coexistence, locally and abroad. 
These types of efforts are not the sensational panacea that policy-makers in large 
bureaucracies want or are likely to adopt.  However, no such panacea actually exists.  It is a myth 
and a self-defeating misnomer to think that the carnivore conflicts of coexistence will ever be 
“solved” in the same way that conservation is not a finite task.  These multifaceted challenges 
will always exist, and they require constant reformation, localized approaches, and continued 
evaluation if we hope to preserve the diversity of wildlife, resources, and places that make all of 
our lives more rich and worthwhile.  I make no attempt to define a static solution with a bullet 
point list of prescribed actions.  Such an attempt would miss the larger picture that I seek to 
convey in this work.  Instead, the findings and analysis of this research are intended to inform 
practitioners, policymakers, and the broader public about how can we more effectively and 
      
 
 249 
proactively mediate human-nonhuman carnivore coexistence in local communities by reducing 
conflicts and managing people’s needs.  No policy or program can ever be permanent because 
the conditions, trends, and needs of people and wildlife are subject to change.  As predators, we 
depend upon the diversity of wildlife and natural resources in our places of dwelling for survival; 
as people, we have the capacity and responsibility to make more collective, process-oriented, and 
integrative decisions about how we protect this diversity—for ourselves and our fellow 
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